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FAMILIAR STRANGERS

internationa! Students in the U.S. Composition
Course

Elena Lawrick and Fatima Esseifi

Vignette

i s dergraduates at o LS. suniversity:
Many il recogneze this sketch of new | iternational undagraduates gt a U : e
Excired. Jei-lagged. Late to cluss beaanse they got losr ou a by mﬂnipt s, Orerlelpad by

P
wiyrind things m do oo ¢

hised by the English langwage

the first days of the semester. G
1 roa "
T if o cotérse TREfFUIENtdl bo fagth acd-

it sonnds so different. Thyown into a_firsi-year wiriting cowrse IRSIREnta

{I.EFF’.’ o 3HTess,

introduction and Overview of the Challenges

As Lu oki. Curnyming, and Silva (2008} observe, undergraduate BSL wneers in the
1.5, higher-eduuarion contest have been a focal gronp for L2 writng research-
ars (pp. 28-36). I fact, such groups of ESL writers have been researched from

several perspectves, ncluding:

.
o appropuate curncula oprows (Braine, 1996; Harklau, 1654; Marsuda, 200¢;
‘ V s
Silva, 1997, Williuns, 1996) and pedago gical spproaches [Horowuz, 1986,

Johns, 1595; Spack, 1988; Zamel, 19582);

«  BSL writing newds as perceived In an English depaniuent versus orher anl-
. 1992, Leki, 1995, 2003, 2007, Leka &

versity departmenss {Janopaulos,
Carson, 1594, 1997} -
¢« L2 composing processe . rhetorical stracegies, and rextual characrenscs
(Ferris, 1994, Reid, 1%3; Siwva, 19935
v BSL erver reatment (Ferris, 1955, Truscor, L 19995, o )
+  teacher fecdback {Ashwell, 2000; Fatbnan & Whaliev. 1990, Fewis, 1995,

TURR-

1607 Galdstan, 2003; Leki, 1997 Reid, 1994; Severino, 1993; Zamel,
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«  ESL student percepricns, cxpenences, proferences, and idennues (Allaci &
Connor, 1993, Chrisinanson & Krahnke, 1986; Leki & Cason, 1994
Nelson & Murehy, 1952, Qrmerer-Tlooper, 18: Zamel, 1595; Zhu,
2001 and

»  disuncrions ameng tradidonal ESL wiiters, Generagon 1.5 ESL writers, and
basic native English wrters (IDoolan & Millee, 2011; Harklau, Losoy, &

1999; Masuda, Fruie, & Lamm, 2006: Roberge, Siegal, & Harklan,

Regardless, wternananal ESL andergraduates prolifzaahng ar U.S. colleges

wewnain familiar strangers Milgram, 1974} passing throupgh thewr wespecnve cam-
puses, Like strangers repearedly enconnered on the commnurter wail, they consa-
wite the most

az Loki [2007) argucs, juternanonal ESLU students are often poresived as the
"unidimensional and inferior Other”™ (p. 2617, The “Other” wnds 1o be con-

recognizable ¥

lzasr known smdenr populanion, Consequently,

sideced as a2 hemogensons group of “iradidonal internationals™ or wmelhgen:
wearners of the English language who struggle to adage lingoideally and coliur-
ally {Lawrick, 2003, o0 31).

Considering the amounr of relevane research. one mighr wonder what
sceounts for dhis insullicent awarencss, [n L2 writiag scholarship, che focus on
internatic

al stadents 1 TS, fise-year composinen cotirses peaked in rhe
196135, {Please note the publicaden dares of most of the aforemennenced smdies.)
Accordingly, the related findings are contexrualized jn the assumptions that are

based on dated sociohngaisue realines of the 19905, n thar period of tme, i
disancnon between nanve and noennacve Englishi-speaking counmess was unarn-
bleuons: Seadents from acnnaove English-speaking councries learnied English as
3 foceign language. Nor did they study English composicon oo pouninely wnte

i English it their hoe counries.

Sance the 1990z, howaver, two influential processes have drasos changed
the soriolinguistic and educanonal landscapes in nonnative English-speaking
coupries. First, globahizanon mcoreasingly connnues o INGerconnecr nanons
thzough the English language, which has spread into vipmally every counoy.
Alihough the glebal presence of English is vneven, English 15 vsed by nonnaive
speakers for numerous purpeses withun diverse lingnistic rvealizanons that are
much differenr front e Scandazd Ainerican English or Bridsh Enghsh {Blom-
maert, 2000; Schrewder, 2011, The other cagalysr 15 the inemagonalizanem of
higher educaton, which has cavsed an Englsh composicion coutse to become
an omnipresent requirenqen: o warldwide, higher education conrexe [lde,
2010 To merease incernanonal mohiliy of smdents and faculey, universioes
azross the globe align ther carriends, credue allecation sysremns, and coese offer-

ings. T'hus sthmulztes the introdnetion of wrinngan-English curnoulum at eaily,
often clemenrary, scages of educarion in nonnatrve-English-spesking counmes.
Concurrently, LFS uviversivies ace aggressively explonng vew wark

ers Lo
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combat their crumbling budgets. Global extensions of U.S. college campuses
promote the writing -in-English curriculum melded in the U.S. tradition, which
15 further augmented by the global deminance of American Fuglish in acadeinic
collahoration and scholarly publicarions.

Put another way, teaching composition to inrernational ESL undergraduates
at U.S. colleges is based on assumptions that do net take inte consideration the
exposure to English chat students experience in their home countyies. Specifi-
cally, it is commonly assumed thar international studenrs are English-language
learners who had limited expetiences in the authentic use of English, who had
“littde opportunity to write extended texts in Euglish” (Ferris, 2009, p. 89)
before taking their U.S, first-year composition course, and, therefore, who had
acquired none-to-little knowledge of English composition and rheroric. This
leads o others” perceptions of the ESL student as a tabula rasa, thus supporting
the premise that “proper” teaching of English writing begins in a U.S. college
composition class. Yet it is hardly debatable that writing pedagogy should be
founded on up-to-date and empirically supported insights into ESL students’
previous experiences with both using and writing English.

This chapter presents selected findings from cur study of a well-established
ESI. writng program at a U.S. university with a large population of inter-
national undergraduate sendents. The study was conducted in all 13 wrlong sec-
tions. The mstruments included deinographic data from university registrars,
one instructor survey, administered at the ¢nd of the semesrer; and two student
surveys, one adrninistered at the beginning of the semester and one at the end,
The instructor survey response rare was 1009 (13 teachers); the student survey
response rates were 82.5% (161 studenrs) and 88% (171 students), respectively.’
The reported findings inforun five areas: an ESL course 1n the university’s
writing program, placement and student motivation, course srmcture and prac-
tices, instructor feedback, and writing lab (WL). A tripartite discussion of each
area includes che observed processes, related findings, and potential implicadons.

Challenges, Implications, and Applications
ESL Writing Course

Observed Practices

ENGL 1064 15 a first-year writing course for nonnative English-speaking under-
graduate students at Purdue University. The course shares goals and learning
cutcomes with the non-ESL first-year writing course, fulblls the same reqnire-
ment, and bears the same amount of credit, while providing additional supporr
for ESL wrirers (Blackimon, Haynes, & Pinkert, 2012, pp. 9--12). ESL secrions
are capped ac 15 students, scheduled for five rimes per week in a compurer lab
serting, and canght by reachers trained in L2 writing. This allows 1nore frequent
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teacher—student conferencing, more availahle access 1o technolo >
proinpr responses to student needs as they emerge in the coutsegtezngﬂz:oirl:
Chapter 5). This course setTing, (mfon'unarely, is barely representative of first-
year witing prograins ar U.S. colleges. Rather, sections wirh 20 or more stu-
der.n.s mmeerng in a regnlar classroom and being taught by teachers lacking ESL
Erammg arc more commonplace. Student leamning in snch an environment is
hlrth.cr affected by the little knowledge that such teachers have zbout the
English writing experiences that ESL students had accrued prior o their first-
year writing course ar a U.S. college. Our study provides genmane insight.

Findings from Student Surveys

At the time of this srudy, 13 ESL writing sections were composed of 195 sry-
dents who came from 14 counrries and spoke 18 native langnages along wirh
several additional, nonnative languages. The mzjonty of the SI;]dCl'ltS came from
Sontheast Asia, with the ngjority of their countries of origin being China
(46%6), Malaysia (14%), India (12%), and Souch Korea (11%). Ninety-one
percent of the students were internanional, and 9% were u.s residellns {a
derailed smdent profile is available in Lawrick, 2013, pp. 36-38).

Prior 1o their U.S. writing course, $1% of students had studied English com-
Position in their home counrries. In fact, the majority of students in every
national group had previously studied English writing (sec Tahle 6.1),

.T.he following non-U.S. educational settings in which the students studied
writing in English were reported.:

@ wnting course in school combined with a program preparing students for
college admission examinarions (54% of students),
* 2 wrnting cowrse in school (19%)

)

TABL‘E §.1 S.tudems Who Studied English Composition in Their Home Countries
by Nationality Groups

Nationaliry Group % (u} of Strdents in the Nationality Group

S
Malay 100 (23

Indonesian 160 (8)

Indian 90 (13)

Chinese 88 (143

Arabic 86 (6)

Korean 7102

Miscellaneous B2 (12)

Note

e mscellinesus U‘C)_,\I‘ 3 COMposed o o u < 1 23, apansh, 3
L is 0 1.2 Foiv o - . . - -
1 & g d of students o six mationalities I Spantsh, Ru ST,
Karak .11, lll‘l{li-h, and Croartan.
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*  a program preparing students for college admission examinaticns (12%);
* 2 writing course in school combined with a program prepanng students for
college admission examinadons and individual turtoring (11%); and

= utonng (4%).

In sum, 84% of the students scudied English composirion in non-U.S. secondary
education settings, in which these writng courses lasted from one to 28 semes-
ters (4, 8, and 12 semesters were indicated most frequently). In addition, 77%
studied writing for standardized college admission tests, inclnding TOEFL,
SAT, ACT, TOEIC, GRE, IELTS. FCE, CAE, and TEPS

Implications

Onr sgtudy provides evidence that international ESL nndergraduates learn 1o
compose in English in rheir home countries. Rather than being discarded, their
previous backgrounds need to be studied and bnilt upon. Ir is iinperative that
U.S.-based writing programs attnne to worldwide realides hy adjnsting their
writng pedagogies founded on insights from empirical sendies. Although this is
challenging dne to the divemsity of students’ backgronnds, much-needed
research pertains to (1) English writing curricula in national conrexts that supply
the largest groups of undergraduates, and (2) international unclergradnates in
U.S. writing programs that are systematically conducted across U.S. insutntions
of higher learning and are similar te enr study and the research by Andrade,
Evans, and Hartshorne in this velume (see Chapters 1, 2, and 8).

Esi Placement

Observed Processes

At Purdue University, matricnlated internadonal nndergraduates enroll in
courses through a guided sclf-registration system. That 1s, after meeting with an
academic advisor, a student registers for courses through an online system. 1n
this placement process, the decision regarding which writing course (ESL or
non-ESL) to pursue 15 made by the student, Arguably, several factors may affect
a student’s choice, including the recommendarion of an academic advisor, other
international stndents, and the availability of ESL sections, While offering
certain advantages, this ambiguous placement process opens several rontes o
nuisplacement. Based on anecdotal evidence, academic advisors tend 1o place
international students in non-ESL sccrions when ESL sections are full, althongh
the course could be posiponed until the following semester. Also, a placement
based on the advice of other ESL students can hardly be accurare. Fiually, the
sheer pressure of making an important decision is overwhelming for inter-
national undergraduares who ave just beginning o figure cur a U .S, college life.
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Findings from Student Surveys

Our smdy investigated students’ motivatons to register for an ES]. writng
course regardless of the recommendarions of their academic advisors. Fortyl:
eight percent of students indicated that they would choose an ESL course over
2 non-ESL conrse, 31% would tegister for a non-ESL conrse, and 21% were not
sore which track they would prefer.

To get deeper insigh for this study, the students whe indicated their prefer-
ence tor an ESL course were asked to briefly explain their reasons. The explana-
tons were grouped in the four categories presented below. The parentheses
show the percentage of students who displayed each respective motivation type;
each category is tllusirated by student comments. ,

1. Intenrion to improve English writing skills (34%): “I want 1o improve my
writing skills as much as pessihle.” “It is a great class in effectively improve
English writing.” *“T love to deal with my papers and essays. Ir is fun and 1
learn a lot from it.”

2. Awareness of the pragmatic value of writing proficiency in English for aca-
demic and professional snccess (34%): “1’s useful for furure cla;ses/researcll
papers.” “Becanse English is a ool that 1'll be using for the rest of my
college career.” “1 will need to write in other conrses. Usetul in any job
area.”

1

3. Perception of an ESL writing course as 2 fair learning environment as com-
pared to that of a non-ESL course (9%0): “Because 1 think ir is fair to let all
Internarional Studenss take the same level of English. Bucif 1 ke normal
English course [sic] then [sic] 1 have to work harder since I will be compet-
ing [with studenrs] whose native language is English.”

4 Other (3%): no comments provided. '

One unseuling finding, though, is that some students were motivated by their
perception of an ESL course as “easy eredits,” which reminds n of how dJelicate
the balance berween support and challenge can he.

Additional insight comes from two sets of thonght-provoking comments
volunteered hy students who indicared a lack of motivation o t:xke an ESL
witing course. First, transfer students from Malavsia and China had taken an
English college writing course before: “I took a similar course in a home
conntry university.” Second, several students felt overwhelmed and struggled
with their course load: “This semester my schedule is too challenging.” -

Implications

Qur stndy suggests that international ESL studlents wend ro perceive an ES]
wnting course positively for its pracrical benefiss. This may not be typical of
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U.S.-resident ESL students, who may camry over the stigma associated with
K12 ESL. Regardless of their perceprions, ESL students should leatn academic
writing in the course that addresses their specific needs and provides adequate
support so that they will succeed rather than set themselves up o fail i their
college studies. Therefore, the development of accurtate and fair placement
processcs is one of the most pressing issues that needs to be addressed.

ESL Course Structure and Practices

Observed Processes

The Sequenced Writing Project (Leki, 1991} provides the framework for the
fonr essays required in this course. The overarching goal is ro introduce the
foundations of research conducr and academic writing in a contnuous, hands-
on learning environment. At the beginning of the semnester, students chaose a
topic o examine in a series of four sequenced essays: a personal narrative that
addresses the chosen research topic, a literature teview thac provides practice in
secondary research, an Interview report that introduces students ro original
research, and an argumentave essay that huilds on the three previous essays.
The assurnption is that target skills and competencies will he reinforced at each
essay phase, building vp info the ser of competencies that it expected of a
college writer.

Instruction inclides traditional face-to-face learning (e.g., mini-lectures, dis-
cussions and acrivides in class, small-group, and individual work formats), peer
review sessions, suggested sessions with WL tutors, and one-on-one student—
teacher conferences. Addinonally, as our study found, five cut of the 13 instruc-
tors occasionally had group sessions, teaching half or one-third of the class ac a
titne. To create a student-centered learning environmen, face-to-face teaching
is supplemented by e-instruecton. Ar the timic of our study, all teachers main-
tained either a course website or a course e-mail list to share handouts, lecrure
notes, assigpment instructions, and other course materials.

The process of teaching essay writing is grounded in the assumption that aca-
demic writing proficiency develops hest in the environment that engages a
variety of instrictional means and emphasizes collaboration berween novice and
experienced writers. To implement this assumption, the work on each essay
hegins with an introduction to the genre and guided essay planning in the setting
of mini-lectures and classroem activiges. After writing Draft 1, students meet
with the instructor individually to discuss it, focusing on content, organization,
and idea development. After that, the class meets for peer review and, if neces-
sary, for a follow-up session to address any emerged concerns. Then students
write Draft 2 and attend the second one-ou-one conferences with the instrucror
to discuss Draft 2, this time shifting to concerns related to language usage,
grarnmar, and mechamnics. In both cases, the instructor provides oral feedback
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it?r?]g theﬂconﬂ”zrence and written feadback either before or aftey the conference
Cs ound .trorn the instructor survey, 11 instructors used the Microsoft Worci
,01An.mentmg. feature and two made handwritten notes for written feedback. [
laid]f?(;n-’ all b1nstm<;tors encouraged scudents to work with W] tu;[ l;licrm‘l]}jl
4 15 subimirce rachi Teul ] , . ,
o pin copics for s st e (010 AR, horh i
! : , PHINC Ccopy fot one insgucear.

" 1U(hth some alterations, this organization of essay writng is typical of a U.S
\g.ohleie ﬁrsr.-«ycar Writing course. However, it has ‘yct o hhe empi.ricélly shov.vr;
vhether this course orgamizanon aids or hinders the academic success of inter—

uanon IES_[, fr shimen customed to c S frac of Cal g
at a. c ¥Vh0 4ré unac SO
U
. ons © 1111

findings from Student Surveys

ln cur smd-yt ESL students were asked ro evaluate the educational practices th
they vcxpencnccd in the course as rthe least, somewhar, or most hellj Ful- inhrh .
leaming to wiite for academnic purposes. Table 6.2 displays the resulrlz o
As shown, all students considered a one-on-one coxlférencc with .t‘h~ i
;iOl‘ as beneﬁci.al, with 90% of students perceiving it as their m-ost ;;S;E';Z
-leamlng expenence. Another notable finding is chat leaning from other ESL
students (grc?up work and peer review) had a high perceived value, almost equal
tc.) the perceived value of WL tutoring. Overall, the majority of srzldenr“ o
ctated the combination of all educarional practices experienced in Ehe t;c;?::pre_
H FuFtherrnore, the study investigated how the stndents felt about writing an
‘enasayvr m‘ th.ree dmafts, a comunonplace process in U S, wilting courses E) g
finding indicates the preference for mulple drafts. Tn facr, 0rﬂv 8% (1 4)“ £ }m
students would prefer writing just once draft as com area ro ‘92‘V \1' ‘O e
would prefer writing numerous drafs, : 3 b

. Sflldents P rC ‘P g 53 N E
[ABLE 62 S ld Creeprions I{C t:8) d]ll 4 thc Eitec of Edu( ati lla] I ractices
" N 6]
E.Xpullenced 1 [lle LSL C«OL‘IISE‘ on T helf Wi lllgl &) ILICIICY

Practice % (1) Least % (n) Somenhar % () Most
Helpful Helpfui Helpful
One-on-one conference with Instructor - I o
Combination of all instructional typ; " 2(3) ;g IE;Z) ?0 oy
Classtcam learning (incl, mini-lecuires, 9 (15} 56 (\9’ 4% o
clgss activities, and handouts) ) =0
(S}essmn with a writing lab wtor 13 (22) 51 {87) 36 (623
Per::i:::;l\ 31 (?3) 62 (106) 7 EIQ;
34 (58) 51 (87) 15 (26)
Noge

Tomls (IN=171}, Percan:
s (N=1713, Percentages are rounded.
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Implications

Our study suggests thag, o be effecyve, an ESL wrting course should pro ;]d
{ active, hands-on learmng. [e should balance teacher

nuImerous oppotiiniries o1 y
o W1 tutomng. 1o should alse blend face-

insEniction, pest-to-peet leamming, and end e
i ir 7l e OFY gate supporuve leam-
o-face teaching and e-leatning, nrdizing iechnology o cres PP e
v : 7 ag ‘ha CGLIESE 3 ¢
g environments. Impocrantly, the mseruetonal design of the ceurse show
provide adequate nme jor one-OnR-oue student-ieacher interacilon.

EsL Instructor Feedback

Observed Processes

itren [eedback fro achers or
it the course, students receIvit both oral and wiiten feedback from reachiors on
H se, ] 5 .
s ack is provide r e-Qri-
each of the two wngraded drafts. Opal feedback is provided dnong two one-o
4 with the instrucrar’s wrirten comments on

one conferences and 15 combineg ' : or
| were provided in the following

each droaft, In our study, wririen cOMmENs

forms:

. corrections on the draft or ghlighted crronects words/ phrases with mar-
OTTE i 1 i
minal explanatory comrnents {10} instructors):

1l 5 de/phrases with identification of at erroe
+  highlighred erroncons words/phrases with  identif

e TE1Y -
type (). ( .,
«  highlichted erroneois words/phrases (33 N ;
» 2 combination of marginal comments an end comment {2); ab

v eud commens (2}

Nowbly, 12 instructors shared the assumpron that the Torm of writen con-
i T N ) i ] u @ e o Y ’ 1"4‘:.;3"
ments should vary depending on the draft and the sindent’s propress. “hu.uh:,
one instrucror believed thar the satme fonm sh culd be used consstenty thraugh-

cut the course.

Findings from Stucent Surveys

. . - areotwad the © eedbhark
Ac discussed in the prewious secnon, the students perceived the oral feedback

that they received duning one-on-obe . ype of
process. Sinlarly, 13 Insruciors pmanraously

conferences as the most helpiul oype of

assistance 1n rhelr esszy-crafng

considered the confecence as the most effzcove Y¥pe of reaching. BSCal‘lSS :-r:}]
feedback is providad in combination with writen copunents, our s;.cucmly 131:*@5(1;
mated which form of the wrirten cormments listed above the smidents Lorhu_.cr,el;
;s the tmos helpfl far revising drafis, To accommodate -:ln,fsf: w}:{)i ‘??1 G
ohject to wijten comments, an “Ocher” comment box was included for an

o ” - -y s P
open-ended answer. Table 6.3 Mustrates the smdents’ percepions.

Familiar Strangers  BQ

TABLE 6.3 Studens’ Percepuons Regarding the Form of Wrinen Instrncor Come
ments Most Helplul {o1 Draft Reevision

Form v

) of Studenss

Correcdons on the draft provided with explanatory rawginel cormments 65 (11013
Combination ot margizal angd rud commens a2 (106}
Highiighred erroneons words or phrases 5B 99
Highhgired erreneons words/ phrases with idenuhestion of error cype 45 (84;
Eud cormmeses 35 (L5
Ocher: oral feedhack ’ 2 {34;
Nute

Tomale N = 1713 This swrvey zem It a swduple-choics quesion

These result clearly suggest the stndents” preference for written comments,

Most natably, the students perceived deraded feedhack, as opposed ro a para-
graph summanzing eoors and suggesting revisions, 10 be moere instromienial in
their ieading to wrre a coliege essay. MNotice ihat roany swodents indicated
almost equal preference for four different forms of wriccen commenrs, which is
in line wirth the mstraceors’ shared behef that the farm of comments should vary
to agjusr foe emerging skills 1 revising and edining,

Implications
Qur findings clearly snggrest that the learnmg benefirs of combining oral feed-

back with wwurien comments ave significant. To implement ths effectively
three 2

s

Eav
e

need o be addisssed. however. Flirst, iU i3 instromediral ro ensure
suthaoienr tme for syseemanc oral feedback, scheduling srudent-teacher confer-
ences during regulac class dme racher than office hours, Second. smidenws need
to become acdve collaborarms o the essay-crafing process ax opposed ta
playing the regrewably rvpical role of passive recewvers of seachers’ conuments.
Third, chus process should connecr all fuvalved parties: the smdent. the reache

and the WL ror, One effecove sequence may he s foliows: A stodent receives
wnoen cautnents beloce the confetence, procosses thern, and miskes some 1evi-
sions. At the conference, this student asks goesnons and che nstructor reaches
nini-lessons targedng prima concerns or emerged emor paccermns. The sodent
wotks on these coneerns with the WL mizor

Writing Lab

Ohserved Processes

[t 15 not vonsual among wrtng teaches o consider cthe WL as the key
resource for BSL writers In the exanimed ESL Writug Program, al! insocrncrors
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encouraged siudents to vulize this instinincnal support esource, but only fons
indicatad that rhelr stadents repulardy visited the WL throughour the semester.
At the univeniry, the WL serves hoth noa-ESL and ESL scudents. At the cme
of cur study, the ESL angle was ar the onszt of development. Along with pro-
fessional sraff, the lab s staifed with graduare and {(some) undergraduate s
Smidents can lave a 30-minute-long session once per week, Ar the end of a
session, the tuwor asks whether the student would like the Inscuctor o recelve 3
brief note ghout the sessian. T the student agrees, a note is put w, the instrue-
tor’s nailbox. As argued hy David and Moussu in Chaprer 4 of this volums, it
Is maperative lor wridng programs ro figure ow how te assist ESL writers effecr-

ively, Our findings provide relevant insighe.

Findings from Student Sunveys

To address the concern thar an gccurate answer may be difficulr to obtain, our
survey did noc inquire whether students visited che WL Instead, we examined
the stndents” percepaons regarding their expedences in the WL

Sixty-nine percent (118} of students felt that WL mornng was beneficial
compared o 31% (53} who did not feel this way, The smudens mentionad
mestly working on grammar, spelling, sentence stoucture, mechanics, and lan-
gnage wsage, bur several studenrs also mennoned brainstorming, planning, and
£553% OLGANIZALION,

When asked what kind of help they would like o receive in the WL, the
students namied both higher-order concerns (HOGs), such as brainstorming,
planning, 4nd organization, and lewer-order concerns (LOXCs), such as trapsi-
tiomns, grarnmar, punciuation, and other aspects of English language usage. Some

studenr comnments are as follows:

«  HOCsrelared comprers: “Inspiration (telp me figure ourt or the nwin
point for the esssy”; “the way to wiire inerescng introduction and haw w
well orgamze the essay”; “ides problems™; “paper strucmire™; “suggestion|s]

ell Qrgarnte Lhe ashay | 1dea p METLE [ papel s onire ) 1 EEestions|
abour crganization and sirucre ™) “help in Lullding up sirong suppor.”

¢ LOCs-relared comiments: “grammar and more on sentence stroucture (with
explaranon which they usuaily can’t provide)™ ™1 want my essay more
clear’”; “the way of editing m Amercan wiiting sovle™; “pranynar ecror,

> r g 4 H r B :
word chotee, [senrencs] structore™; “mors native way (6 write senfences’;

“granmar, tracsinons between paragraph and check emors.”

In addition, three requests emerged. The firs was ro extend the session vme
or o allow several sessions per week: “More ome. | dunk 30 mies foc exch
timne 4 fine Bur, [ kad hard Hine becanse of the limitation of weekly uses. Ouce

a week wis uncomiorable wsathicieut] for me.” The second reguest volced
stidenrs’ disconcent wich the “agn-interference” philosophy of Writing Centers
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that disapproves of 2mor correcgon snd ewnlic: ; -
e il p oves 01 to.uu,\dou f,nd explicit suggesions. In face, severa] su-
denes expressed rhe need for more direce guidance;

. T‘I Liope that the wurors weuld ror be afravi of giving move sugsestions in miprov-
iug our essays. As personally 1 can see, soine twzors do m;t dzre ro poinr ouy
th§ whole picture to a student when it comes (o | mprovitig the smdem’;
‘tvming skills. Ir mighe be thar the miror does not want e make the smdent
teel efiended” (armmhasis acdad:, -

s 1 would ke o eect :
I would like them ro diseci me in the way T want to write iy esszy. They
: ( 3 sszy. They

shoudd alo provide

' 0 own [deas regarding bow 10 wiire the essay”
wemphasis added). '

en . - ' .
More time and more detailed correstion check.™

Finally, students asked for 2 violier collaboe i

: 2 ,,“}i s asked for a righter collaboranon berween mstruerors god WL
oS , " B 3 s H
wirors d like the wridng lab futor o emulate the heip provided by 1y
strcror. Well to he more ific i - (
testrucror. Well o he moere specific to emulsre the farmmac ray instrucror helps
me ™ o

Implications

G.U}- tindirgs suggest that ESI srudents ape underserved 1w Waiing Cenrers
which eend o prionnze crrors relaced to LOCs. Put another way, \V:f:,s lﬁar-'“.rinl‘zj
an arm:zge;:cy resporse (o ESL writers i an Inadequate time fﬂramc‘ To massisr
ESL wrirers more effectively, the pedagogy and pracrices of Wils need ro
cl}@gﬁ, as discussed 1 derail by David and Moussu in Chaprer 4 of this velume
WLs need to become the place where ESL wrirers spstematizally work z,

i

e Facrat «mbe ” i 8] 1 "
Bpecs ob essay crafting, leaming (o write thiough colliborition with Wi
)..Q{::A 1 . - T = S 1 1 T ) " )
professionals, Such learning partreships would help studenrs assiune the owner.
. i e 1. 3 ir 20 ] 121 ) .
ship of essay planning znd the revision process, thos miolding ihem into skafled
, n _ g them :nto skallad
scademic wrirers.

Summary

Most siudents sudi is ition i

Muost 5 ts stdied Erglish compos ehgrlie i i
ot 5 dv Erglish semposiion i pre-higher education settings
i their home counries. Most frequently, non-11.5 ~based English compo-
sitlon was raughr ar scheol and in 4 program o prepare stndenes for college
admussion examinations, )

Vbt eg - . o
Half of the sindents opred for an BSL wrlting: comse. Most were motvaced

by pracrical benefis of is 101 fie :

Y p ¢ al benefins of English whouig proticiency for college stadiey and
)r"] oo ‘; -: C e gy o = o e Py B
prolessional careers. (irhers thought thar an ESL course levels the plaving

field with native Buglish speakers,

. A

@ ere-cn-one stdentc-teacher conforence wis peresiv N
e ude: c SRkrense wias perceived as the oyost
aclptul lesrning experience.
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» A guided essay revision process, combining oral feedback and detailed
written comments, was preferred.

+  Students indicated that WI. tutoring should be more extended, more
explicit, and better aligned with the ESL wiriting course.

Discussion Questions

1. Based on yonr experence, which instructional practices {rraditional face-
to-face reaching, one-cn-one teacher-student conferences, group work,
peer reviews, or WL tutorng) are mast effecrive for L2 writers? .

2. In this study the stndents perceved a one-on-one conference as vital for
effectively learning to write 1 academic English. Can you think of other
reasons why students might prefer a one-on-one conference to cther
mstructional practices? .

2 Should student self-assessment of learning outcomes inform. curriculum
decisions in an ESL. writing program? If so, to what extent?

MNotes
1 15 Pres ;as wrl by the students.

1. Tn this chapter, the quoted text is presented cxacqy as wrntren by . ! ’

2. The reported srandardized examinations are as follows: the tests of the,‘INJ.S_ Educa-
tional Testing Services including Test of English as a Foreign ij‘gu_%ge‘ (I:QEFIT?, the
Schalastic Aptitude Test (SAT), American College Tesung {AL.’[)_, Test ot’T:ngh.sh for
Inrernational Communicatiou (TOERIC), Graduare Record Fxaminaierns \(TBRE);, the
[nrernationzl English Language Testing System (IELTS); the tests of Fhe L,}{_ L'%m_
bridge English Language Assessment including First Certificate in _Engll§h (FCE), VCJerf
tificate in Advanced English (CAE): the South Korean Test of English Proficiency
(TEPS).
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