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ABSTRACT

Many EFL university students show serious writing deficiencies not
only in English but in Arabic and French as well. Then, based on research
suggesting a link between strategy use and achievement in writing, this
work attempts to discover the reasons for such underachievement in writing
through an exploration into essay writing strategies used in English, Arabic

and French by EFL students at the university of Tlemcen.

The results revealed students’ use of similar essay writing strategies,
whether successful or unsuccessful, across the three languages. They also
showed that students from the 1% to the 4™ year moved focus from
cognitive to metacognitive strategies in writing. However, we recorded a
low use and deficient knowledge or use of writing strategies namely
metacognitive strategies. This was reflected in low writing achievement in
the three languages. Our research findings then, suggest the importance of
reassessing how we teach writing to our learners and adopting new
approaches that emphasise learner cognitive and metacognitve
development. This may be achieved by developing effective strategies
besides skill teaching and encouraging reflection. This study includes the

following parts:

Chapter one examines the research literature related to the present

study.

Chapter two presents the educational background of subject students

and the teaching of writing from the lower levels of education to university.

Chapter three provides a description of the research design and

procedure.
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In chapter four, the think-aloud data are analysed. Students’ writing
strategies (used in the three languages: Arabic, French and English) are
recorded, classified and compared across the three languages, then across

the four years of study.

Chapter five analyses other self-report data resulting from a student
questionnaire and interview to verify the three research hypotheses and
triangulate results. It also uses the grades obtained by students on their
essays to examine the relationship between strategy use and achievement in
writing. In addition, a teacher questionnaire investigates what teachers
actually do in their writing classes and how they perceive students’ writing

processes.

Finally, chapter six considers the implications of the present research
findings suggesting the design of a strategy-based writing approach to
instruction that would emphasise the development of students’ strategic

competence besides consolidation of their linguistic knowledge.

To conclude, the present work is aimed to give insights into students’
writing processes in the three languages in order to understand their writing
behaviour, and to help them to become more effective writers since
learning to write presents a major challenge to these students embarking on

English studies.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

There is a general dissatisfaction expressed by many language
teachers about the performance of Algerian pupils and students from school
to university. Teachers often complain that learners do not receive an
adequate preparation in the language and thinking skills necessary for their
academic success before they come to university. In effect, the majority of
new students display serious deficiencies in essential thinking and language
skills: they do not know how to solve problems effectively, argue
convincingly, reason impartially, read understandably, speak coherently or

write meaningfully.

Students enrolled at the English Department of the University of
Tlemcen are a case in point. Despite their relatively long exposure to
English prior to university entrance (at least 5 years), they exhibit serious
writing deficiencies at the levels of word, sentence, paragraph and overall
text structure and this typically affects the coherence of their production.
This situation is worrying all the more as many teachers in the Foreign
Language Department also report that the writing deficiency exhibited by
students is not limited to English (FL2) but is recorded in Arabic (L1) and
French writing (FL1) as well. Low achievement in such a vital skill in an
academic context is indeed a major obstacle for students whatever the
language they study. As far as our research is concerned, we attempted to

explore the reasons for such underachievement in writing.

Several motives prompted this research work. As writing represents
the main medium students use to answer examination questions and do
assignments in the different subject areas, it seems worth investigating the
source of learners’ difficulties in composing. This study is important
insofar as writing failure is more likely to result in educational failure,
because lacking the means to communicate their knowledge, students will

find it difficult to answer properly the questions they are assigned.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Moreover, since the English degree curriculum should prepare students to
be future English teachers who need to master all the four skills, it is
important that EFL students be competent writers who understand and
master the writing conventions of the language to be able to transmit them

to their pupils.

Then, it seems necessary to understand the challenges that our
students must face as they embark on an essay writing task and uncover the
strategies they use: what specific actions, behaviours, tactics or techniques
do they employ to carry out the task and overcome their difficulties when
writing? For this purpose, the present research work is not limited to the
study of students’ written products but goes farther and looks into the
processes they are involved in, because we believe that learner writing
deficiency is not solely due to lack of linguistic competence, but more
importantly to lack of strategic competence in writing. In other words they
seem to lack full and proficient use of writing strategies that may be due to
deficiency in declarative knowledge (i.e., what they know about strategies),
or in procedural knowledge (i.e., how they use strategies), or in both
(Anderson 1983, 1985). These observations find evidence in research
studies relating learner writing difficulties to general lack in strategic
competence rather than lack in linguistic competence (Jones 1982, Jacobs
1982, Zamel 1982, Kasper 1997). Researchers claim that knowledge of
strategies enhances learning and leads to more successful task completion.
Other studies report that the writing strategies of each individual remain
consistent and tend to transfer across languages (Gaskill 1986, Hall 1987,
Arndt 1987, Montague 1995, Nasr and Samadi 1995). In addition, it is held
that if inefficient writing strategies are used in L1, they are likely to be used
in L2 (Burkhalter 1990). However, use of similar strategies across

languages is not conclusive since we can record in the literature some
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

contradictory findings revealing a difference in the strategies used by L1
and L2 writers (Raimes 1985, 1987) driving towards the need for more
research in this area. On the basis of these considerations four research

questions were formulated for the present study:

1) What are the strategies used by EFL students to write a narrative
essay in Arabic, French and English? And are these strategies similar

or different across the three languages?

2) Do EFL students use the same writing strategies in Arabic, French

and English across the four years of study?

3) What are the strategies used by the best graded students in Arabic,
French and English? And is student achievement in writing related to

strategy use?

4) What are the implications of this study for learning and teaching the

writing skill to EFL learners?

Exploring these questions will hopefully throw light on the source of
learners’ writing difficulties and help us to determine a plan of action for
the development of students’ writing competence. These questions led to

the formulation of the following research hypotheses:

1) There is a similarity between the strategies used to write a narrative
essay in the three languages: Arabic (L1), French (FL1) and English
(FL2).

2) There is a correlation between student strategy use in Arabic, French

and English and year of study.

3) There is a correlation between student strategy use in Arabic, French

and English and achievement in writing,.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

To support the above hypotheses a case study of sixteen EFL university
students (four students from each year of study) was undertaken. Though
this research method allowed only a small sampling, it offered the
opportunity of looking at students’ writing behaviour and processes in
depth. And since we were more interested in detailed information about
individual writers that would enhance our understanding of EFL students’
writing strategy use than in general statements, we chose the case study
research. The multiple approach was adopted both in the data collection
method and in the analysis of these data. In effect, four research
instruments were used: the think-aloud procedure, the questionnaire, the
interview and the essay writing task to investigate students’ writing
strategies. Various analyses were, then, undertaken to treat these data:
qualitative, quantitative and statistical for corroboration of findings. A
teacher questionnaire was also administered to see what university teachers
of writing actually did in their classrooms and how they perceived their
students’ writing processes. This was done in order to relate this
information to students’ strategy use. The present research is structured as

follows:

The first chapter sefs the theoretical background to this study. It first
defines the writing skill, explains its complexity and reviews research into
L1 and L2 writing necessary for the framework of this study. It also
highlights the different teaching approaches to writing that the educational
scene witnessed. Then, it deals with students’ learning strategies. Deriving
from the literature, key concepts are defined, major studies in the field
examined, and important considerations highlighted with the aim of
enhancing our understanding of learner writing strategies and formulating

our research hypotheses.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION

Chapter two attempts to clarify the circumstances that shaped the
writing behaviour of EFL students. For this purpose, it starts with a general
description of the Algerian educational system from early schooling to
university in order to provide a clearer picture of the learners’ educational
background, language proficiency and general skill development. It also
presents the educational framework within which writing is taught. Then, it
reports on the development of this skill across the different levels of
education (Primary, Middle, Secondary Schools and University) by
presenting and explaining the teaching approaches to writing, practices and
activities in the three languages (L1, FL1 and FL2). This chapter closes
with a statement of some important observations on the teaching and

learning of writing.

Chapter three is entirely devoted to the presentation of the research
design and procedure. It first states research questions and hypotheses
before giving the profile of subject students who participated in the study.
Then, it presents and explains the research methodology: research
instruments are introduced and their choice justified, the corpus described,
and the procedure of data analysis explained. In fact, this chapter is aimed
to provide full information on the research design and procedure to enable

possible replication of this empirical study.

Chapter four is concerned with the analysis of think-aloud data. It
identifies students’ writing strategies in Arabic, French and English,
classifies them, and compares their use across the three languages and the

four years of study.

Chapter five, analyses students’ responses to the questionnaire and
interview, and compares data to those obtained from the think-aloud
procedure. This is done in order to triangulate and verify the findings

reported in chapter four. In addition, students’ scores obtained on the
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narrative essays across the four levels of instruction, in the three languages
are compared and analysed. This comparison has two purposes: first to
examine the relationship between strategy use and writing performance in
the three languages; and second, to discuss the strategies used by the best
graded students. On the other hand, the teacher questionnaire has provided
information on the content of the writing course in force, the teachers’
perceptions of their students’ writing processes and performance and their
suggestions for change. Results are analysed and discussed in relation to

students’ strategy use, writing achievement and strategy instruction.

Implications of the study and recommendations for instruction are
presented in chapter six. Particular emphasis is placed on the integration of
strategy instruction into the teaching of the writing skill. The strategy-based
approach to teaching is aimed to develop learner thinking and linguistic
skills through his cognitive and metacognitive growth (O’Malley and
Chamot 1990, McDonough 1995, Graham 1997, Miliani 1998, Anderson
2002). Thereafter, important issues in this pedagogic enterprise are
highlighted: what strategies to teach, how to teach them, major principles in
material development and sequencing of the strategic writing lesson. Other
suggestions are made as to how students may be helped to become more
effective writers through some developmental activities that can be used to
increase learners reflection and raise their strategic awareness. The
limitations of the strategy-based instruction are also highlighted. Finally,
implications for future research into learner writing strategies are

considered.

Lastly, it should be noted that this study has some limitations to the
extent that this research work was carried out in a country where
universities have limited resources. The investigator encountered

difficulties in collecting think-aloud data lacking technological means such
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as laboratories where students could have been recorded with a better

quality of sound, or computer assisted recording.
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1.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter is a review of literature which aims to provide
information on the research questions introduced earlier. It reviews
critically works on the topic, clarifies key concepts and explains important
issues in the fields of second/ foreign language writing and learning

strategies.

The first part of this chapter defines writing and explains the
difficulty of learning this skill through a review of research into first (L1)
and second (L2)/ foreign (FL) language writing. The major composition
teaching theories that witnessed the modern language teaching era are also

reviewed and discussed.

The second part is devoted to students’ learning strategies in general
and their writing strategies in particular, because a comprehensive
presentation and explanation of the writing strategies used by learners can
be done only in the general framework of learning strategies. Then,
definitions, key concepts and important considerations in the topic are
introduced through a review of the most important studies and their results

in the fields of learning and writing strategies.

10
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1.2 WRITING
1.2.1 What is Writing?

If we look for the general meaning of writing in the Oxford
Advanced Learner’s Dictionary (1996) for example, “writing” is explained
as “the activity of writing or the skill of producing linear sequences of

graphemes in time”. Likewise, in the Cambridge Encyclopaedia of the

English Language, writing is seen as a graphic system used for

communication as defined in Crystal (1995:257):

Most obviously writing is a way of communicating which
uses a system of visual marks made on some kind of
surface. It is one kind of graphic expression.

We can see that the above definitions describe writing as a
mechanical activity neglecting the most important part of it i.e. the mental
processes in which the writer is engaged. In fact, it is this cognitive aspect
which is highly emphasised nowadays namely in the educational context
where writing is not merely seen as making letters or other symbols on
paper but more importantly as elaborate cognitive processes usually
comprising several stages such as: generating ideas, planning, writing,

evaluating and re-writing, as pointed out in Flower and Hayes (1981:366):

Writing is best understood as a set of distinctive thinking
processes which writers orchestrate or organise during the
act of composing.

In this context the term “writing” is usually used synonymously with
“composing’.

Writing is one of the four basic language skills, a productive one
along with speaking, but one of the advantages of the writing activity is

that it makes thoughts appear on a piece of paper or other and permits the

11
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revision and restatements of these thoughts as explained in Harris

(1993:12):

It is almost as if the act of writing makes thought visible and
tangible; this in turn, provides the opportunity for revision
and refinement because the thoughts are there on the page
to be worked on.

Finally, it should be noted that the social significance of writing has
become increasingly important at all levels of education: from elementary
classes where demonstration of writing ability is part of minimum
competency exams, to university level where writing is an exit criterion for
graduation. Therefore, it is important to grant greater attention and concern
to the development of this skill by learners. But this skill often poses

problems, as is explained below.

1.2.2 Why is Writing a Difficult Skill to Achieve?

The ability to speak fluently, persuasively, appropriately is an aim
which is hoped to be achieved by most people in first, second, and foreign
languages. However, the ability to write appropriately and effectively is
something which evades many people in their native languages as well as
in other languages in spite of the time devoted to the teaching and learning

of this skill. Then why is writing found to be difficult to learn?

Writing has been defined as the activity of transforming thought into
language. This makes it a difficult skill because it requires both mental and
physical efforts on the part of the writer. In effect, Byrne (1988) explains

that the difficulty in writing stems from three kinds of problems:

Psychological, caused by lack of interaction and feedback between the

reader and the writer.

12
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Cognitive, because the organisation framework of our ideas in written

communication has to be mastered.

Linguistic, because in writing we have to express ourselves in a clearer and
more grammatical manner than in speech, to compensate for the absence of

certain features of spoken language such as gestures and facial expression.

Moreover, the writer has to handle many components at the same time:
content, organisation, grammar, syntax, mechanics, word choice, purpose,
audience and the writing process. And the combination of these
components makes writing a sophisticated skill, as represented in figure
(1.1) put forward by Raimes (1983:6). A number of educationalists and
linguists state the difficulty of writing in one’s native language requiring
formal instruction and conscious mental effort. The matter seems to be
more difficult for L2 / FL learners, as pointed out in Schoonen et al
(2003:166):
Writing in one’s mother tongue is a demanding task that
calls upon several language abilities, as well as upon more
general (meta)cognitive abilities. These constituent abilities
are in a constant interplay. Writing in a second language is
even more demanding, because several of these constituent
abilities may be less well developed than in one’s first
language. For example, linguistic knowledge of the L2 may

be limited, and the accessibility of this knowledge may be
less rapid or automatic.

Likewise, Kroll (1990:140) explains the nature of difficulties encountered

" by the non-native writer:

For English as a second language (ESL) students, it seems
fair to say that writing is particularly difficult. ESL students
must learn to create written products that demonstrate
mastery over contextually appropriate formats for the
rhetorical presentation of ideas as well as mastery in all
areas of language, a Herculean task given the possibilities

13
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Jor error. It is partially the multiplicity of skills involved
which contributes to the overall difficulty of writing.

To sum up, writing is a difficult skill because it appeals for many

competences at the same time, and it is even more demanding for L2 and

' FL learners as they are faced with a dual complexity: the difficult nature of

the writing skill itself, and the difficulties inherent to the target language.

GRAMMAR

rules of verbs,
agreement, articles,
pronouns, etc.

MECHANICS
Handwriting,
spelling,
punctuation, etc.

SYNTAX

Sentence structure,
sentence
boundaries, stylistic

choices, etc.

CONTENT
Relevance, clarity,
originality, logic,
etc.

l CLEAR, FLUENT,
- AND EFFECTIVE
COMMUNICATION

- OF IDEAS.

THE WRITER’S PROCESS
Getting ideas, getting
started, writing drafts,
revising.

ORGANISATION
Paragraphs, topic
and support,
cohesmn and AUDIENCE
unity. The
reader(s).
WORD CHOICE PURPOSE
Vocabulary, The reason
idiom, tone. of writing.

Figure 1.1: Producing a piece of writing.

Raimes (1983:6)

14
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1.2.3 History of Research into Writing

Interest in writing is not new. Before Aristotle, theorists and teachers
tried to analyse the process of producing discourse in order to formulate a
set of rules that might help in guiding those learning languages,
establishing the long tradition of rhetoric. At the beginning, rhetoric was
concerned only with speech. As its name indicates “rheto-rike” in Greek
means public speaking, and “rhetor” means orator or public speaker. In
Aristotle times, speeches were no longer purely oral but were affected by
writing and literacy, and persuasion in written form was a much later
development of this discipline. In fact, Aristotle was the one to rise this
analysis of the process of producing discourse to a theoretical and
philosophical level to define rhetoric as “the area of contingent human
affairs” whose mode of reasoning was “probabilistic judgements rather
than the pure logic of mathematics or science” (Freedman et al. 1983:1).
By this way, the study of rhetoric was established as a scientific discipline
and gained interest among scholars in Greece and Rome during the

classical period.

In the Middle Ages and Renaissance, rhetoric continued to be the
centre of interest of researchers and within the school system. Its scope
became enlarged to include not only the art of persuading but also the art of
communicating, focusing more and more on written discourse. However,
later on, rhetoric lost this prominent position when Petrus Ramus (1515-
1572) appropriated invention (which had been considered as the first part
of rhetorical process) for the study of logic or thinking. Before Ramus’
narrowing of the scope of rhetoric the latter process was conceived to
include “not only the organisation of ideas and their expression in the best
possible words but also the discovery of those ideas” (Freedman et al.

1983:2). As a result, rhetoricians became interested only in the study of

15
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aspects of style ignoring the process of discovering those expressed ideas
leading to a limited conception of the process associated with the term
“composition”. Little by little the importance of this discipline started to
decrease. By the nineteenth century, rhetoric had become composition and
by the twentieth century, it was about to die out, only a limited tradition of
teaching writing was maintained in schools in L1 and L2 situations
emphasising “correct usage, correct grammar, and correct spelling” in
addition to “the topic sentence, the various methods of developing the
paragraph ... and the holy trinity of unity, coherence, and emphasis”
(Corbett 1965:626). Young (1978) called this tradition “current-traditional
rhetoric”, which held Romantic conviction that the creative aspects of the
process of composition were mysterious, inscrutable, and thus unteachable.
What could be taught and discussed were only matters of style,

organisation and usage.

There was a rebirth of interest in rhetoric in American English
departments in the 1930s and 1940s due to the communication movement
which rose at that time. Berlin (1987) explains that the 1940s witnessed a
huge general education course which emphasised communication skills
leading to the establishment of communication courses designed to provide

“a sense of cultural inheritance and citizenship” (Berlin 1987:92).

A real change was to happen in the field of writing both in research
and teaching during the 1960s, when those concerned with composition
teaching became dissatisfied with the current-traditional paradigm and
tried to look for new teaching techniques as well as a new explanation of
the process. The problem was that American L1 students were at a loss for
something to say. They often produced dull writing in response to the
directions imposed upon them by their textbooks because they were lacking

a way to generate meaning out of their own experience (Myers 1997).

16
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Consequently, researchers and educationalists turned to the classical
tradition of rhetoric in addition to some contemporary disciplines (such as
linguistics, psycholinguistics, speech act theory, cognitive psychology,
sociolinguistics, and educational theory) hoping to formulate appropriate
questions for, and methods of investigation into writing if not to achieve a
new understanding of the process. Then, the new discipline of writing
emerged. While conventional composition was concerned with the
message, the product, the written composition, the analysis of style, the
organisational patterns, and rules of usage, the new rhetoric, in contrast,
shifted its focus to the writer looking into the process of writing and the
development of writing abilities by that writer. The teaching of writing
followed the same flow and incorporated invention techniques to help them
discover and engage in a topic. Then, writing was to witness a new age in
research and research methodology that focused on the process rather than

the product of composition.
1.2.3.1 An Overview of research into L1 writing

Emig’s (1971) pioneering research work on L1 writing was the first
major study to respond to the shift in composition orientation from product
to process and to investigate scientifically and systematically this process.
She was concerned with eight twelfth-grade students engaged in different
writing tasks and based her analysis on tape-recorded pre and post-writing
interviews as well as on transcribed composing aloud sessions. With her
study, Emig established what has become “t/e primary research design for

conducting research into the writing process” (Krapels 1990:38).

Later, in 1979, Perl refined this methodology by exploring the
composing behaviours of unskilled college freshmen (qtd. in McDonough
1995). Then, in her subsequent studies (1980, 1981) she instigated a

revolution in attitudes to writing when she studied the composing processes
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of under-prepared college students. Unlike the classical view of writing
(that of planning followed by writing followed by revising followed by
editing) Perl explained that writing was a recursive process i.e. the writer
returns to various elements of the text already produced before going ahead

to produce more text (compare figures 1.2 and 1.3}

REWRITING *» COMPOSING — |REVISING EDITING

Figure 1.2: Classical view of writing

PRE-WRITING \

PUBLISHING COMPOSING

4

EDITING REVISING

Figure 1.3: The process of writing as viewed by Perl and her successors.

Using the same mentalist approach, a composition teacher, L. Flower
and a cognitive psychologist, J.R. Hayes (1980, 1981, and Hayes & Flower
1983) accumulated massively what they called “composing aloud
protocols” i.e. transcripts of writing sessions where subjects were asked to

record every thought that came to mind while writing. This led them to
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develop a model of the writing process which they used to explain many
puzzling features of the protocols obtained from writers. They also rejected
linearity in writing and teaching. According to them writers plan, translate
(i.e., write) and review (i.e., revise). These are integral parts of the writing

process and are considered to be:

Hierarchically  structured, each consisting of sub-processes:

planning, for example comprises goal setting and organising.

Independently organised, that is each contributes to the writing
process and may occur in any order with respect to the others. So, one can
write without planning, and review without writing, but this would give a

different result.

Interacting with two other important sources of information: the task
environment and the writer’s long-term memory. The interaction is seen to

be constant, multi-directional and rendering writing difficult.

Though interesting as they may be, the ideas on the psychology of
writing presented by Perl, Flower and Hayes, were strongly criticised on
methodological grounds. Cooper and Holzmann (1983:285) argue that
“models of cognitive processes cannot, in principle, be valid as literal
description” i.e. it is impossible to use a model of an unobservable internal
cognitive process as a description of an observable piece of behaviour.

They also criticised the think-aloud protocol used.

The above studies are pioneering works in the field of L1 writing.
They revolutionised the view on writing and are necessary to mention as

they have paved the way to research into L2 writing.
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1.2.3.2 A survey of research into 1.2 writing

The above mentioned research works on L1 writers changed the
situation in the L1 composition classroom, but the L2 classroom still
needed a new composition theory to replace the traditional one that could
no longer answer students’ needs. 1.2 composition specialists called for
transferring L1 process research findings into the L2 classroom. Zamel
(1976) and Raimes (1979, qtd. in Krapels 1990), for example,
recommended treating L2 writing as a process, and asked teachers to be
less interested in surface-level errors and achievement of correctness (refer
to section 1.2.5.3 for the description of the process approach). They
encouraged their colleagues to take benefit from L1 composition theory,
practice and research, and to apply L1 effective techniques to the L2

composition classroom as explained in Krapels (1990:37):

L2 composition teaching has generally not been based on
theoretically derived insights gained Jrom L2 composition
research, because until the 1980s there was not much L2
research to draw upon in building theory or planning
classes.

Indeed, research into the L2 writing process started only in the
1980s. One of the first studies in this field was conducted by Chelala (1981,
qtd. in Friedlander 1990) who used a case study approach to investigate
composing and coherence. Her subjects were two Spanish-speaking
‘professionals’ who composed aloud four times and were interviewed
twice. In this study, Chelala identified effective writing behaviours as well

as ineffective ones.

In another early L2 writing process study on rhetorical concerns and
composing, Jones (1982, qtd. in Krapels 1990) used two 1.2 writers, a
‘good’ one and a ‘poor’ one to compare between effectiveness and

ineffectiveness in writing. He found that the ‘poor’ writer focused on the
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text at the expense of ideas, while the ‘good’ one allowed his ideas to
generate the text. Jones’ results showed that writing strategies affected
writer’s rhetorical structures, and that general lack of competence in
composing rather than a lack in L2 linguistic competence created difficulty

in L2 writing.

Jacobs (1982, qtd. in Krapels 1990) also pointed out to the fact that
factors beyond linguistic competence determined the quality of students’
writing when she studied the writings of eleven graduate students (six
native and five non-native speakers of English). In addition, her study

revealed no significant differences between L1 and L2 subjects.

Like Jones and Jacobs, Zamel (1982) too, found that competence in
the composing process was more important than linguistic competence in
the ability to write proficiently in English. She used retrospective accounts
of writing processes through interviews of eight university-level
‘proficient’ L2 writers, in addition to students’ multiple drafts for the
production of an essay. Zamel found that the writing processes of her 1.2
subjects were similar to those of the subjects described in L1 studies, and
therefore, reinforced the call for the application of L1 process-oriented
writing in the L2 classroom. In a subsequent study of the writing of six
advanced L2 students, Zamel (1983) gave more support to the idea that .2
writers compose like L1 writers. She also noticed that the skilled writers
revised more and spent more time on their essays than the unskilled writers.
Moreover, they concerned themselves with ideas first, revised at the
discourse level, showed recursiveness in their writing process, and saved
editing till the end of the process (the same writing strategies were found to
be used by skilled L1 writers as revealed by the studies of Pianko(1979)
and Sommers (1980)). On the other hand, Zamel’s unskilled L2 writers

revised less and spent less time writing than the skilled writers. They
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focused on small bits of the essay and edited from the beginning to the end

of the process like unskilled L1 writers in Sommers’ study (1980).

In a case study to gain insight into her students’ composing process,
Pfingstag (1984) noticed that her subject (a native Spanish speaker of
intermediate level) improved composing strategies thanks to her using the
think-aloud protocol. Consequently, she called for the use of this model not
only as a research tool but as a pedagogical tool as well. This

recommendation was supported by Raimes ( 1987) later on.

Another study which showed that factors beyond linguistic
competence impeded the student’s composing process was that of
Hildenbrand (1985, qtd. in Krapels 1990). He found that while the subject’s
preferred writing mode was creative, personal writing, she was expected to

write in the academic mode. This led to a hindrance in her writing process.

Likewise, while looking for the role of topic on students’ writing
performance, Kennedy (1994) found that three variables had an impact on
the subject students’ writing performance: age, gender and the topic of the
composition. She explains:

The statistics revealed that the younger the students were
when they were first exposed to English, the more they
improved; females improved more than males; and students
who  wrote  their  final — exam compositions  on
‘Discrimination’... showed more improvement than students

who wrote their final exam compositions on ‘Impressions of
America’.

Kennedy (1994:10)

She stresses the importance of the topic on students’ writing performance.
She also found that writing on a familiar topic was more difficult and

demanding than writing on a less familiar one because:
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automatized or routinized ~cognitive processes cannot be
consciously examined without disrupting performance, they
respond automatically to environmental cues.

(Kennedy 1994:13)

Seeking further factors that might constrain L2 writers, Jones
(1985:112, gtd. in Jones and Tetroe 1987) reported that “monitoring does
not lead to improved writing” and held that on the contrary, it was a factor
constraining the L2 writing process. He also insisted on the usefulness of

L1 process-oriented composition pedagogy in the L2 classroom.

Another study providing support for process-oriented teaching of L2
writing was undertaken by Rorschach (1986, qtd. in Krapels 1990) who
working on the essays of three advanced L2 writers found that reader
awareness ( the reader being the teacher) led writers to focus on correctness
rather than content. This put into question the composition teaching that
focused on form, a conclusion that provided support to Jones’ (1985)
speculation about the relationship between instruction and overusing the

monitor.

The studies of Hildenbrand (1985), Jones (1985), and Rorschach
(1986) suggest that certain L2 traditional instructional approaches (the
product-oriented ones) might not develop the composing competence
intended for L2 writers. For this reason, Jones (1985:114) proposes to

consider L1 teaching approaches stating:

It is worth noting that many of the proposals Jor improving
first language composition are also effective in helping
second language learners develop acquired linguistic
competence.

Then, subsequent research such as that of Diaz (1985,1986, qtd. in Krapels
1990) and Uzra (1987) highlighted the benefits of applying L1 process-

oriented composition teaching to L2 learners. These studies claim that what
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has proved effective in ] classrooms is also effective in L2 classrooms.

This opinion was to change with subsequent studies as will be reported

below.

Raimes (1985b) offered more information on unskilled .2 writers.
She observed very little planning before or during writing, a behaviour
previously observed among unskilled L1 and L2 writers (Perl 1978, qtd. in
Krapels 1990, and Zamel 1983). She also observed differences between her
subjects and L1 unskilled writers of preceding studies. While previous
research (e.g. Zamel, 1982,1983, and Jacobs, 1982) pointed out to
similarities in the writing behaviours of L1 and L2 writers, her subjects
paid less attention to revising and editing than she had expected and they
seemed to re-read their work to let an idea germinate. Raimes (1987) still
found differences when she compared her L2 subjects to the L] subjects of
Pianko (1979) and especially Perl (1978). This led her to conclude that L1
and L2 writers share some similarities but also differ in some behaviours.
Raimes (1987:458) explains that L2 writers differ from .1 writers in that
they “did not appear inhibited by attempts to edit and correct their work”.
Consequently, she suggests the adaptation rather than the whole adoption
of L1 writing instruction. Likewise in a more recent study based on a needs
analysis of L2 students, Myers (1997) holds that 1.2 composition teaching
should be different from L1 because of the different needs of L1 and 1.2
students. Myers (1997:3) explains that while 1 composition teaching “de-
emphasizes a focus on grammar and correctness as obstructive to students’
efforts to write”, 1.2 students need “fo develop some degree of automaticity
in the use of articles, verb tenses, subject/verb agreement, spelling, and
other ‘surface’ features”. Therefore, her suggestion is not to let down
completely the process approach to teach writing in the 1.2 classroom, but

to adapt it and incorporate those features which answer the needs of 1.2
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students. In the same fashion Grabe (2001) explains that L2 writers have
some lacks as compared to L1 writers which necessitate a different type of
writing instruction focusing more on the English structure and vocabulary
and providing more practice in writing the type of English prose that would

benefit them most in the English university environments.

Raimes’ (1987 and 1985a, qtd. in Krapels 1990) findings also
indicate that the act of writing in L2 is somehow different from that of
writing in L1 and that there may be a relationship between the two
processes leaving the care of examining this relationship to further
research. In fact, this distinction between L1 and L.2 composition theories is
further asserted by other specialists in L.2 learning such as Johns (1986) and
Santos (1992) on psycholinguistic, cognitive, pragmatic, and ideological
grounds, and more researchers are becoming interested in studying and

comparing [.1 and L.2 writing processes.
1.2.3.3 Do writing skills transfer from L1 to L2?

In her longitudinal study, Edelsky (1982) used 26 young children
(first, second, and third graders) enrolled in a bilingual programme. She
found that knowledge of L1 writing “forms the basis of new hypotheses
rather than interferes with writing in another language”. In other words,
what L2 writers know about writing in their L1 is used when writing in L2.
Likewise Hudelson (1988) found that L2 writers applied the knowledge
about writing gained in L1 to write in L2. He also found that the ability to
write in L1 facilitated the child’s writing in L2. Carson (1990) and
Burkhalter (1990) come to the same conclusion, but Burkhalter goes further
and explains that L2/FL learners’ weakness in language skills is related to a

poor acquisition of the same skills in LL1.

25



—

'-=»-‘< £2)

CHAPTER ONE REVIEW OF LITERATURE

In another study which examined L1 use in L2 writing processes,
Martin-Betancourt (1986, qtd. in Krapels 1990) found that the L2 writing
process was similar to the L1 process with the exception of two writing

behaviours:
1) Using more than one language
2) Translating

Yet, she added that her subjects’ writing processes involved solving
linguistic problems and that L1 use in L2 writing added to these problems.
Lay (1982:406), on the other hand, when examining the use of both L1 and

L2 in the writing processes of four adult Chinese students, found that:

1) When there were more native language switches in L2/ FL
essay writing (compared to the same essay without native
language switches), the essays in this case were of better
quality in terms of ideas, organization, and details.

2) Certain topics included more native language switches than

others.

Lay also specifies three situations where L1 use is found to be predominant

in L2 writing:

1) Novice L2 writers use more L1; as they would acquire more

English such L1 use would lessen.

2) Certain topics call for the use of L1 more than others (topics

related to L1 experience).
3) L1 helps topic search on unfamiliar topics.

Jones and Tetroe (1987) studied the L1 and L2 planning behaviours
of six Spanish-speaking 1.2 writers preparing for graduate studies. They

noticed that the use of L1 in L2 writing varied largely among their subjects
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and that the writing performance of their subjects decreased when writing
in L2. Thus, they proposed that composing in L2 used a “cognitive
capacity that would be used for other tasks, such as monitoring and
revising the plan in first language composing” (p.53). In addition, they
found that lack of L2 vocabulary resulted in L1 use in writing and that
“the quality, though not the quantity, of planning transfers from LI to L2”
(p.56).

Other studies such as those of Gaskill (1986, qtd. in McDonough
1995), Hall (1987, qtd. in Krapels 1990), Arndt (1987), and Montague

(1995) suggest that “the composing strategies of each individual writer

were found to remain consistent across languages” (Arndt, 1987:257).

However, the studies by Lay (1982), Burtoff (1983, qtd. in Krapels 1990),
and Johnson (1985) all indicate that certain topics elicit more L1 use in L2
composing than other topics do. Cumming (1987) relates the frequency of
use of L1 when composing in L2 and writer’s expertise. He found that
inexpert writers consistently used L1 to generate ideas, and expert ones
used L1 for both generating content and checking style. He, then,

concluded that his expert writers did most of their thinking in L 1.

Researching the role of L1 use in planning and generating content,
Cumming (1987) and Friedlander (1990) found that using topic-related
language to plan content resulted in better planning and better
compositions. Moreover, translating did not constrain writers, either in time
or quality, as they produced L2 texts when the topic area knowledge was in
L1. Likewise, Jones’ and Tetroe’s (1987) subjects were more successful in
writing in L2 when at least some of their planning had been in L1. The
quality of those plans was better. Yet, Friedlander’s study should be treated

with some caution as he acknowledged it himself:
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1) There may be an effect of culture or previous educational history

which is idiosyncratic to those Chinese subjects.

2) The type of argument demanded in each topic was slightly

different (compare/ contrast versus describe).

3) The task required both a plan and the text to be written in L1 or
L2, and this may itself have conflicted with these writers’ normal

practice.

In a more recent study on the transfer of literacy skills from L1 to
L2, Roberts (1994) explains that some skills are found to transfer from L1
to L2, such as:
...activation of semantic and syntactic knowledge,
recognition of some rhetorical devices and knowledge of text
structure; learning to use cues to predict meaning (all

languages are redundant); awareness of the variety of
purposes for reading and writing.

Roberts (1994:3)

She adds that some strategies are also transferred such as “experimenting,
hypothesising, creating, constructing meaning...”, and she concludes that
“literacy skills related to decoding tasks of reading and writing do indeed

transfer”(p.3).

In addition, Roberts found that when a language skill was taught in L1,
then in L2, students were more successful in this skill than when taught
directly in L2. Likewise, when investigating the impact of L1 (Arabic)
writing and listening skills learning on learning the same skills in L2
(English), Nasr and Samadi (1995) found that learning these skills in L2
was largely enhanced by the strategy-based instruction in the same skills
received in L1 and that these strategies were found to transfer from L1 to

L2. For instance, learners could easily understand and use a writing
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strategy learned in L1, such as planning, in L2 writing. This transfer was
independent of language proficiency. In the light of these studies, we
conclude that knowledge acquired in L1 will assist L2 learning in different
ways: knowledge gained in L1 will help retrieval of information in the
generation of content when writing in L2, moreover L2 learners will tend to

transfer the writing abilities and strategies acquired in L1.

All the above findings in writing research, which showed that
switches to L1 aided L2 writers, put into question the traditional teaching
of writing that insisted on the training of L2 writers to think and write as
completely as possible in L2. But at the same time, researchers are rather
cautious about inciting students to use too much translation from L1 to L2
while writing because doing so can constrain text production by limiting
what writers are able to retain. The amount of information learners can
retain in short-term memory is quite limited and decay of information is
quite rapid. In his work, Friedlander (1990:111) gives instances when the
use of L1 in L2 writing can be advantageous:

...whereas beginning learners of English need to operate in
their second language as much as possible to develop their
acquisition of English, more advanced users of English have
developed their proficiency to such a level that their native
language does not interfere with their writing in English,
such writers should be able to improve aspects of their
writing if they use their first language to retrieve and write

down topic-area information and then translate their first
language notes into English.

Research into L2 writing brought insightful results that were
beneficial for composition teaching. However, among the studies reviewed
we notice many contradictory results. Krapels (1990) attributes these

contradictions to the limited number of subjects in the case studies
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(between four and six) as well as the tasks used. But in general, research

results seem to lead to the following major conclusions:

)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

Composing competence is more important in L2 writing than

language competence.

Composing processes in L1 are transferable, or reflected in L2

writing.

Contradictory results concern the comparison of the strategies
used by L1 and L2 writers. Some studies found similarity
between them (e.g. Zamel 1982, 1983, Jacobs 1982, Arndt 1987,
Montague 1995), while others recorded differences between

writers (Raimes 1985a, 1985b, 1987).

Using L1 when writing in L2 frequently concerns vocabulary and
enables L2 writer to carry out the composing process. Many
researchers state that this strategy may be helpful but under

certain conditions.

While early research was for the adoption of L1 process-oriented
teaching in the L2 composition classroom, subsequent studies
called for an adaptation of the process-oriented instruction

because of the difference of L1 and .2 learners’ needs.

Some external and internal factors have an impact on L2 writing

performance such as topic, age, and gender.

1.2.4 Writing And Culture

Culture is commonly defined as a set of rules and patterns shared by

a given community. Specialists claim that every language is rooted in the

culture of its speaking community. Thereafter, discourse and writing are

believed to be embedded in culture. Many studies point to the fact that
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written texts and the ways they are used vary according to cultural groups,
and that the conventions and uses of writing among a certain cultural group
are learned in schools. It is also stressed that L1 linguistic and cultural
features influence L2 acquisition as explained by Connor (1996:113):
Writing development is seen as part of the synthesis of
culturally preferred patterns of rhetorical texts and the
related cognitive cultural models. A strong relationship is
seen between L1 language and communication skills and
development of literacy in both L1 and L2. This kind of
model allows for positive transfer of shared linguistic and

cultural features from the first language to writing in
English as a second language.

Since writing is embedded in culture, one might expect to find
evidence of cultural barriers or difficulty to cross such barriers in students’
data. Galvan’s (1985) study of the English writing processes of graduate
students born and schooled in Spanish Latin America, attributed their poor
performance in English to their uncertainty and oscillation between their
L1 thought patterns and culture, and the thought patterns and culture
associated with L2. Similarly, Plata (1995) found in his investigation that
while Hispanic college students in the USA had the potential to achieve
academically in a college setting, their writing performance remained
inferior to that of English speaking students. He reported that one possible
cause of this deficiency was the culture bounds. In fact, L1 cultural features

may cause hindrance in L2 writing because, as Kaplan (1983:150) states:
The non-native speaker brings with him/ her the alternatives
available in the L1 and applies those alternatives in the L2,
thereby creating a tension between the apparent relationship

of ideas to topic and the possibly inappropriate realisation
of focus through intersentential syntax.

This cultural phenomenon led to the emergence of a new field of
research in L2 acquisition. The new discipline identifies problems in

composition encountered by L2 writers and tries to explain them through
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reference to the rhetorical strategies of their L1. Contrastive rhetoric was
first initiated by the American applied linguist Robert Kaplan who claimed
that ‘/anguage and writing are cultural phenomena’. The following review
of research works highlight some important findings in this field as far as

English writing is concerned.

A case-study realised by James (1984) of a single PhD Student from
a Latin American country studying in the UK showed a wide difference
between the writer’s beliefs about the meaning of details of his text and his
native reader’s beliefs, and between his conception of the nature and
purpose of the academic argument he was presenting and the academic

context in which he was presenting it.

In another study Reid (1990) tried to examine the impact of the topic
task on the writer’s response in the assessment process and to investigate
and interpret differences between and among native speakers of four
language backgrounds (Arabic, Chinese, Spanish, and English) writing in
English. He found that quantitative differences existed between the two
topic types proposed and also differences among the responses of the four

language backgrounds studied.

In his study, Halimah (1991, qtd. in McDonough 1995) observed that
Arabic students learning to write for ESP maintained a rhetorical duality
L.e., a mixture of Arabic and English expository styles, when he compared
their writing on the same topics in English and in Arabic. Likewise, Nasr
and Samadi (1995) found that their Arab students used Arabic structures in
English writings. Ostler (1987) also compared English essays written by
Saudi Arabian students with ten English paragraphs selected at random
from books. He found that the essays written by Saudi Arabians have a
significantly higher number of co-ordinated sentences than the English

passages. Moreover, the essays by Arabic-speaking students which
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contained more discourse units (supporting ideas) than the English
passages, frequently began with a subordinate, universal statement, and
ended with some type of formulaic or proverbial statement. These studies
provide evidence of cultural barriers when writing in L2/ FL, which may

explain the rhetorical and some grammatical errors found in non-native

writing.

It should be noted that the traditional approach to rhetoric did not
focus on reasons for cultural differences in writing, but recent research
work has shed some light on the role of culture and its inculcation through
schooling instruction. Folman and Sarig (1990) conducted a quantitative
study trying to find out whether and to what extent rhetorical structures
preferred by native Hebrew speakers differed from those preferred by
native English speakers when constructing meaning in reading and writing
in their native languages. In effect, they found differences in rhetorical
patterns used by the two groups of subjects. Then, when comparing
American English with Israeli writing instruction, they found that in spite
of some similarities between the two systems concerning norms for written

expression, the rhetorical differences found were caused by:
1) different thought patterns

2) “professed and implemented syllabuses of language arts and
educational linguistics of each of the instructional systems, the

Jformal agents of each of the cultures” (p.73).

In the same way, Liebman (1992) investigated L2 students’
instructional backgrounds in L1 through questionnaires administered to 54
Arabic speakers and 35 Japanese speakers. The results indicated that
writing instruction in Japan emphasised the more expressive function of

writing; therefore, these students adapted more to journal writing.
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However, Arab students reported a positive experience with “transactional

writing” related to argumentative writing at which they excelled according

to Liebman.

Contrastive rhetoric has brought new insights to L2 acquisition and
thus L2 writing and has highlighted the fact that there are some native
cultural features related to writing. These features may be transferred to L2/
FL writing and sometimes create difficulties. Research claims that these
writing patterns related to culture are beneficial to L2/ FL learners if taught
at schools, and insists that teachers of students coming from different
speaking communities should be aware of their learners’ prior experience
i.e. the differences of their instructional backgrounds, in order to use
appropriate teaching approaches. Liebman (1992:157) highlights this point
stating;:

If ESL writing teachers want their students to succeed in a
variety of academic writing tasks, they must become aware
not only of these different forms but also of differences in
instructional background. It is not enough to determine what
will be expected of ESL students in the university and then
give them models of what we want them to produce. We must
also determine what these students’ prior experiences are.

Students from different backgrounds will require different
approaches.

1.2.5 A Survey of Teaching Approaches to Writing

To teach writing effectively in a second or foreign language,
professionals need an awareness and an understanding of existing
approaches and principles of composition teaching. Thus, the importance of
surveying the history of the teaching approaches of writing in the L2

classroom.
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After the Second World War till the end of last century, the field of
L2 writing has witnessed a succession of approaches and orientations
which knew widespread recognition, then, faded away without really
disappearing. In broad terms, L2 composition teaching, during the second
half of the twentieth century (the modern era of L.2 teaching), went through
four main streams: controlled/ guided composition, current-traditional

rhetoric, the process approach, and English for academic purposes.
1.2.5.1 Controlled/ Guided Composition

This approach is rooted in Charles Fries’ Oral Approach, the precursor
of the audiolingual method of L2 teaching. He believed that “language is
speech” (from structural linguistics) and that “learning is habit formation”

(from behaviourist psychology). Therefore, in Teaching and Learning

English as a Second Language (1945, gtd. in Silva 1990), Fries considered

writing as a secondary concern and saw it mainly as a reinforcement for

oral habits.

The controlled composition approach focuses essentially on formal
accuracy and correctness of employing rigidly controlled programmes of
systematic habit formation in order not to fall in errors caused by LI
interference; moreover, it reinforces L2 behaviour. Writing is considered
by those specialists in favour of this approach, like Rivers (1968:241), as
“the handmaid of the other skills” (listening, speaking, and reading) “which
must not take precedence as a major skill to be developed’; in fact, it must
be “considered as a service activity rather than an end in itself” (p.258).
Thereafter, the writer is simply a mahipulator of previously learned
language structures, and the teacher will be a proof reader i.e. not interested
in the quality of ideas or expressions of his students’ writing, but solely in

formal linguistic features.
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It should be noted that this approach is neither concerned with audience
nor with purpose, and in spite of the large opposition it faced by the end of

the sixties and the beginning of the seventies, it is still practised, nowadays,

in some L2 classes.

1.2.5.2 Current-Traditional Rhetoric/ The Model-Based Approach

In the mid-sixties, educationalists felt that their 1.2 learners needed
more than building grammatical sentences. They needed to produce
extended written discourse. In fact, teachers were looking for a new way to
teach writing that would bridge between controlled and free writing.
Consequently, the current-traditional rhetoric was the new approach
undertaken to teach writing. It was mainly concerned with the logical
construction and arrangement of discourse forms. Silva (1990:14) reports

that the major interests of this approach are:

1)The paragraph with “its elements (topic sentences, support
sentences, concluding sentences, and transitions)” as well as “the
various options for its development (illustration, exemplification,
comparison, contrast, partition, classification, definitions, causal

analysis, and so on)”.

2)The essay development where attention is given to “larger
structural entities (introduction, body, and conclusion) and
organizational patterns or modes (normally narration, description,

exposition, and argumentation)”.

In the classroom, students’ attention is brought on form, having the above
writing instructions in mind. The following example illustrates how this
approach works: students are provided with a model text, then asked to

read it, analyse it, and apply the structures gained to a parallel piece of

original writing.
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To sum up, the current-traditional approach views writing as a work
of arrangement of fitting sentences and paragraphs into prescribed patterns.
The writer is given a form that he is asked to fill in with provided or self-
generated content. Yet, this approach has been criticised because its
practice may lead to the production of unfamiliar patterns of expressions.
Moreover, the content is an academic one, while the only reader, who is the
teacher, cannot be representative of the community of educated native
speakers. Nevertheless, the current-traditional approach continues having

an influence in the field of composition teaching.
1.2.5.3 The Process Approach

The two approaches to L2 writing presented above were found to
neglect the development of thought or its expression because the controlled
composition did not allow to achieve this goal; and the current-traditional
rhetoric was too linear and prescriptive, which discouraged creative
thinking and writing. This is why specialists looked into L1 composition
research for new ideas to apply into the L2 classroom, convinced like
Zamel (1982:203) that L2 writers “who are ready to compose and express
their ideas use strategies similar to those of native speakers of English”
(see section 1.2.3.3). By the beginning of the eighties L1 research brought a
new writing theory after the revolutionary studies of Perl (1980,1981) and
Flower and Hayes (1980, 1981, 1983) (refer to section 1.2.3.1). Writing
was no more regarded as a linear act but as a complex thinking recursive
and creative process. Thereafter, the composing process was seen as a
“non-linear, exploratory, and generative process whereby writers discover

and reformulate their ideas as they attempt to approximate meaning”

(Zamel 1983:165).
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Translated into the classroom context, this approach focuses on the
process a writer engages in when constructing meaning with the teacher’s

help, not control, to develop the appropriate strategies:

- To start writing, such as finding topics, generating ideas and

information, and focusing and planning structure and procedure.

- To draft, once the rough draft has been created, it is polished into
subsequent drafts with the assistance of peers and teacher

conferencing.

- To revise, such as adding, deleting, modifying and rearranging ideas.

To edit, that is attending to vocabulary, sentence structure, grammar

and mechanics.

Emphasis is placed on the importance of a series of drafts in the writing
process. This approach makes the writer the centre of attention, while it

¢

considers the text as “a secondary derivative concern, whose form is a
function of its content and purpose” (Silva 1990:16). Finally, there is no
particular context for implicit writing in this approach; this is left to the

responsibility of the writer according to the situation.

Although the process approach knew a wide echo in the fields of L1
and L2 teaching, it was criticised when practised in the L2 classroom for
many reasons. Horowitz (1986a) claimed that there were as many different
writing processes as there were academic writing tasks, and that the
process-oriented approach failed to prepare students for essay examination:
for example, the multiple-draft practice of this process conflicted with the
single-draft writing necessary in an examination. According to Horowitz,
what is lacking in the process approach is the concept of writing tasks
specific to the needs of students. Caudery (1995) held the same ideas
suggesting that if the process approach be adopted in the teaching of
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writing in the L2 classroom, it should be adapted for the L2 student,
because .1 and L2 students have different needs (see section 1.2.3.2).
Similarly, when speaking about her personal experience, Montague (1995)
explained that the process oriented approach she used with her young
pupils did not prepare them for state tests because process was not
measured, only final product was examined. Myers (1997:1) too, spoke
about the inability of the process approach to answer the needs of L2

students stating:

While invention techniques, drafting and revision do lead to
more thoughtful work by both L1 and L2 writers, I find that
the university ESL population I teach is not one lacking in
habits observation, critical thought, or substance to express.
Most of them are placed in ESL composition classes because
they do not have enough control of English vocabulary or
syntax to write fluidly, not because they cannot generate
meaning.

In sum, the process approach focuses on creative writing inciting
students to generate meaning without great attention paid to the product.
These principles do not generally answer all the needs of students mainly
L2/ FL students who also require consolidation of their L2/ FL knowledge

and need to write mainly in an academic context.
1.2.5.4 English for Academic Purposes (EAP)

When the process approach failed to answer the needs of all learners,
an alternative approach was proposed that of the English for academic
purposes. This approach emphasises academic discourse genres as well as
the range and nature of academic writing tasks in order to familiarise the
student with the academic context and “ensure that student writing falls
within ...(the) range... of acceptable writing behaviors dictated by the
academic community”. Horowitz (1986b:789).
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The methodology of instruction proposed by this approach aims at
recreating the conditions under which actual university writing tasks are
realised with a close examination and analysis of academic discourse,
formats, and writing task specifications. The source materials appropriate
for a given topic or question are also selected and intensively studied to
evaluate, screen, synthesise, and organise the relevant data from these

sources (Silva, 1990).

To summarise, this approach orients the writer toward academic
success meeting students’ requirements. Focus is no more on the writer, as
in the process approach, but on the reader who is a member of the academic
community looking for academic discourse and clear and stable views of
what is appropriate. Finally, the text represents a conventional response to a
particular task type that falls into a recognisable genre. It should be
mentioned that within the scope of EAP we may find different approaches’

appellations among which:

-The task-based approach, where the learner’s attention is focused

on meaning, i.e. task completion, not language.

-The genre approach, which takes into account the different

academic discourse communities.

However, this approach, too, became questionable because of its
emphasis on writing in various disciplines mainly in scientific and
technical fields, whereas emphasis on rhetoric and general principles of
inquiry was considered to be more appropriate (Spack 1988, Braine 1988,
and Johns 1988).

1.2.5.5 Conclusion

This survey of the main composition teaching approaches to L2

throughout the 20" century, enables us to note that during this period the
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writing classroom has been engaged in a continual cycle of five steps in

which an approach was:
1- conceptualised and formulated in a rather limited fashion;
2- enthusiastically promoted;
3- accepted uncritically;
4- rejected prematurely;

5- and a shiny new (but not always much improved) approach took

its place. (Silva, 1990)

Indeed, it can be observed from the above account that the L2 classroom
has witnessed a series of approaches to teach writing. All of them could
answer some of the needs of L2 learners but not all their needs; this is why
practitioners, unsatisfied with one approach have turned to another, taking
into consideration some neglected parts of a first approach but ignoring

others.

The conclusion that can be drawn from this experience is that to
construct a reliable L2 writing teaching approach one needs to have a
broader, more comprehensive view of what is involved in L2 writing i.e.
take into account at least four important parameters: the writer, the reader,
the text, and the context, as well as their interaction. Then, research can be
undertaken to support or reject these theories and provide appropriate
approaches to L2 writing instruction. Only then can credible research on
the effectiveness of these approaches in the L2 classroom be conducted.
But while waiting for these approaches to be constructed, the matter is
within the hands of the L2 composition teacher. He has to analyse the
learning situation of his students as well as their needs, to be eclectic and

choose from the suitable approach/ approaches what can fit his particular
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situation and can answer his learners’ needs. He then can devise an

appropriate writing instruction accordingly.

After presentation of the learning/ teaching of writing and the related
research, it is appropriate to consider the cognitive processes in which a
writer engages. The second part of this chapter defines learning strategies
(as writing strategies are learning strategies), explains their use, and
discusses research in this field to enhance our understanding of writing

strategies.

1.3 LEARNING STRATEGIES
1.3.1 What Are Learning Strategies?

One cannot refer to writing strategies without defining learning
strategies in their broader sense. This term is actually enjoying a vogue in

the field of language learning with a variety of definitions and implications.

In their broader sense, learning strategies have been defined by
Weinstein and Mayer (1986:315) as “behaviors and thoughts that a learner
engages in during learning” which are “intended to influence the learner’s
encoding process”. Later Mayers (1988:11) refines his definition of
learning strategies as “behaviours of a learner intended to influence how
the learner processes information”. These definitions from educational
literature show that learning strategies are embedded in cognitive science,
with the main assumptions that human beings process information in order
to learn. In fact, any learning, regardless of the content and context,
involves learning strategies i.e. they are used in learning mathematics,
science, history, languages and other subjects both in classroom settings

and more informal learning environments.
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Concerning language learning strategies, they have been defined and
shaped differently through time. Tarone (1977:67) defines them as “an
attempt to develop linguistic and sociolinguistic competence in the target
language... to incorporate these into one'’s interlanguage’ competence”,
while Rubin (1987:22) explains language learning strategies as “strategies
which contribute to the development of the language system which the
learner constructs and affect learning directly”. Later, O’Malley and
Chamot (1990:1) defined language learning strategies as “the special
thoughts or behaviours that individuals use to help them comprehend,
learn or retain new information”. And, Oxford (1993:18) provides specific

examples of language learning strategies stating that:

...language learning strategies (are) specific actions,
behaviours, steps, or techniques that students (often
intentionally) use to improve their progress in developing L2
skills. These strategies can facilitate the internalization,
storage, retrieval, or use of the new language. Strategies are
tools for the self-directed involvement necessary for developing
communicative ability.

From the above definitions we note a change over time: from the early
emphasis on the product of language learning strategies (linguistic or
sociolinguistic competence) to a more important focus on the process and
the characteristics of language learning strategies within the framework of
cognitive theory, which relates language to cognition and views language
learning strategies as cognitive skills. The latter are mental processes which
writers make use of in language learning such as inference, generalising,

memorising.

Finally, a more detailed definition that includes all the aspects of
language learning strategies raised by research is provided by Wenden
(1987:7) who explains that language learning strategies can refer to three

interrelated phenomena. She states that first they refer to “language
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learning behaviours learners actually engage in to learn and regulate the
learning of a second language”. Second, they refer to “what learners know
about the strategies they use i.e. their strategic knowledge”. Third,
language learning strategies also refer to:
what learners know about aspects of their language learning
other than the strategies they use, e.g. what personal factors
Jfacilitate L2 learning, general principles to follow to learn a
second language successfully; what is easy or difficult about

learning a specific language; how well or poorly they can
use the language.

In sum, language learning strategies are involved in the four major
language skills: listening, reading, speaking, and writing. In the practice of
each skill learners use a set of strategies to solve their problems and carry
out the learning task successfully. In the following sections, research on
learning strategies will be examined and the characteristics and importance

of these strategies discussed.
1.3.2. Research On Learning Strategies

Before dealing with the characteristics, typology and influential
factors relating to learning strategies, it seems appropriate to start with a
review of research in this field. Our record begins with those pioneering
works in the identification, description, classification, and characterisation
of learning strategies, and closes with recent research interested in strategy

use and training and their effect on learner language performance.

Research on learning strategies started as early as 1966 when Aaron

Carton first published his study The Method of Inference in Foreign

Language Study (qtd. in Rubin 1987). His work revealed that learners vary

in their disposition as well as their ability to make valid, rational, and
reasonable inferences. In a subsequent work, Carton (1971, gtd. in Rubin

1987) discussed in detail inferencing as a strategy used by L2 learners. The
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same year Rubin initiated research concerned with the strategies of
successful learners and reported her results in a paper in 1975. She assumed
that if such strategies could be identified, they would be made available to
less successful learners. Later, in 1981 Rubin classified strategies in terms
of processes that may contribute directly to learning (i.e. clarification/
verification, monitoring, memorisation, guessing/ inductive inferencing,
deductive reasoning, and practice) and those strategies that may contribute
indirectly to learning (i.e. creating opportunity to practice and use of

production tricks).

Stern (1975, qtd. in O’Malley & Chamot, 1990) listed ten strategies
necessary to achieve 1.2 competency. And Wong-Fillmore (1976, qtd. in
Rubin, 1987) identified social strategies used by successful language
learners. Tarone (1977, 1981), for her part, studied the communication
strategies of L2 learners, and identified several communication strategies
which learners use to remain in a conversation (e.g. word coinage, mime,
circumlocution, appeal for assistance, approximation, silence or hesitation,
questioning, repetition, approximating the speaker’s message, and explicit

indication of comprehension).

In a concern for identifying the characteristics of effective learners,
Naiman et al. (1978) focﬁsed on personality traits, cognitive styles and
strategies that were critical to successful language learning. They modified
Stern’s list of the good language learners’ strategies reducing it to five
general strategies and related techniques. So, the good language learners

according to Naiman et al. (1978):

|- actively involve themselves in language learning process by
identifying and seeking preferred learning environments and

exploring them,
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2- develop an awareness of language as a system,

3- develop an awareness of language as a means of communication

and interaction,
4- accept and cope with the affective demands of L2,
5. extend and revise L2 system by inferencing and monitoring.

Hosenfeld (1977), in her turn, reported on the reading strategies of
successful and unsuccessful L2 learners using the think-aloud protocol.
Then, in a paper published in 1979, she reported on one of the first attempts

to train learners using the efficient reading strategies recorded.

In their studies, Cohen and Aphek (1980,1981) were concerned with
the strategies used by students for the learning of vocabulary. They
identified them and discriminated between facilitating and debilitating

strategies to learn vocabulary.

To sum up, it can be said that the research of the seventies
contributed to the understanding of language learning through the
identification of learning strategies and their classification as elements
contributing directly to language learning (cognitive strategies), and those
contributing indirectly to language learning (communication and social

strategies).

In the same line of thought, studies in cognitive psychology2
concerned with understanding the nature of human intelligence and how
people think, helped enormously in the understanding of language learning
strategies, formulating them in an information processing theoretical
model. This model contains an executive or metacognitive function in
addition to an operative or cognitive processing function. Metacognitive
strategies involve thinking about the learning process (planning for

learning, monitoring of comprehension or production while it is taking
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place, and self-evaluation after the learning activity has been completed),
whereas cognitive strategies are more directly related to individual learning
tasks and involve direct manipulation or transformation of the learning
materials. The third type of learning strategies highlighted in the literature
on cognitive psychology is social/ affective strategies such as asking
questions for clarification and co-operative learning, which involves peer
interaction to achieve a common goal in learning (see section 1.3.4). In this
field, the works of Wenden (1982, qtd. in Wenden 1987, and 1986) were
significant for the understanding of learning strategies and the explanation
of the importance of metacognitive knowledge in L2 learning. Likewise,
the significance of the study of Chamot and O’Malley (1987) was
recognised because it presented the first clear contrast between cognitive

and metacognitive strategies.

In another study, Oxford (1990) described a scheme for learning
strategy use based on virtually all the previous work and used it in
developing the strategy inventory for language learning’. She used this
wide-ranging inventory in a large-scale factor analytic study discovering a
difference in the strategies used by males and females, an issue never
explored before. However, her study was criticised by O’Malley and
Chamot (1990) for the consequent removal of the various strategies, so
grouped, from their original theoretical and empirical justifications. Her
listing “fails to prioritize which strategies are more important to learning,
and generates sub-categories that appear to overlap” (O’Malley and

Chamot 1990:103).

Another area to which contributed cognitive psychology studies was
to determine the effects of strategy training on different kinds of tasks and
learners (L1 learners). Results of these works generally revealed that

strategy training was effective in improving the performance of students on
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a wide range of reading comprehension and problem solving tasks (Brown
et al. 1983, Chipman, Segal and Glaser 1985). In the same fashion,
O’Malley et al. (1985, 1987, 1990) compared the improvement on the

language tasks in 3 groups of students and related this to strategy training:

- The first group received training in metacognitive, cognitive, and

social/ affective strategies.

- The second group received training in cognitive and social/ affective

strategies only.

- The third group acted as a control group i.e. directed to whatever

they normally would do with the material (without strategy training).

The results showed that the combination of the three types of strategies in
training led to an improvement of the performance of L1 learners i.e. a
significant improvement of the first group followed by the second. These
results justify the findings of Tawinat (2000) who, in his study, determined
two factors for Algerian university students’ underachievement in their

studies:
1- Deficiency in language skills (in L1, FL1, and FL2)

2- Lack of strategic competence (as he recorded an absence of use of
cognitive strategies to acquire knowledge and metacognitive
strategies to transfer the knowledge acquired to other tasks/ fields of

knowledge)

In effect, many studies have highlighted the importance of learning
strategies to educational achievement. When looking for the correlation
between metacognitive knowledge and writing performance, Kasper (1997)
found that metacognitive strategy training had a positive effect on students’
writing performance. She, consequently, suggested to introduce the

instruction designed to strengthen students’ metacognitive models early in
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students’ writing instruction. Likewise, Juan and Silveira (1998), in a
product-focused approach to text summarisation, found that the fact of
receiving clear instruction strategies of how to summarise a text helped
intermediate students enhance their writing ability and perform quite
similarly to students with an advanced level in English. Urquhart (2005:1)
also reported that teaching writing strategies such as re-drafting and pre-
writing strategies had “a positive effect on writing achievement and
correlate to higher scores”. In the same way, the study of Nasr and
Samadi(1995) revealed that the strategy-based instruction in listening and
writing they used with fifth grader pupils helped them enhance their
abilities in these two skills. Such research findings that showed a positive
effect of strategy training on learning led scholars to recommend the
teaching of learning strategies in a series of recent articles (e.g. Lessard-
Clouston 1997, Miliani 1998, Hismanoglu 2000, Ngeow & Kong 2001,
Anderson 2002, Crandall et al. 2002) because:

using language learning strategies and language learning
strategy training in the L2/ FL class not only encourages
learners in their language learning but also helps teachers
reflect on and improve their teaching.

Lessard-Clouston (1997:6)

O’Malley and Chamot (1990) also report a study undertaken by
Chamot, Kupper and Impink-Hernandez (1988) which asked whether and
how foreign language instructors would incorporate learning strategy
training in their classrooms. Observations showed that the teachers were
able to incorporate the learning strategy training, but did so in a number of
different ways and with rather varied acceptance from the students. Yet, the
results would have been more reliable if the locus of this experimentation

was a real class with regular teachers, not ‘experts’ or researchers. This
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study also illustrated the difficulty of taking a set of ideas from research

and getting teachers to implement it.

In conclusion, a great deal of research has showed that language
learning strategies training was beneficial for LI1/L2/FL learners
highlighting the importance of investigating and studying learner strategies.
Also, researchers claim that though bringing change into the classroom and
applying research findings may prove to be difficult, course designers and
teachers should overcome this apprehension and benefit from research to

incorporate strategy training in language teaching.
1.3.3 The Characteristics of Learning Strategies

When reviewing the literature on learning strategies, one notes that
the terminology is not always uniform. The reader encounters the terms
“learner strategies” with Wenden and Rubin (1987), or “learning
strategies” with O’Malley and Chamot (1990,1994), or “language learning
strategies” with Oxford (1990, 1996), but all these terms refer to the same
processes used by learners in their learning tasks. Lessard-Clouston
(1997:2) reports that researchers agree all learning strategies share at least

the four following characteristics:

1- Learning strategies are learner generated i.e. they are steps taken

by language learners.

2- Learning strategies enhance language learning and help develop
language competence as reflected in the learner’s skills in

listening, speaking, reading or writing the L1/L2.

3- Learning strategies may be visible (behaviors, steps, techniques,
etc.) such as asking a question, or invisible (thoughts, mental

processes) such as making a mental comparison.
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4- Learning strategies involve information and memory (vocabulary,

knowledge, grammar rules, etc.).

When going through the language learning literature, it appears clearly that
a number of further aspects of Learning strategies are less uniformly agreed
on. When discussing Learning strategies, some researchers such as Wenden
and Rubin (1987) and Oxford (1990) note a desire for control and
autonomy of learning on the part of the learner through learning strategies.
Cohen (1990) puts it clearly that only conscious strategies are learning
strategies, and that the learner is involved in strategy choice. While,
Bialystok (1990) explains that consciousness is not a necessity and speaks

about four other features of learning strategies:

[- Strategies are effective: they are related to solutions in specific
ways, and they are productive in solving the problem for reasons
which theorists can articulate.

2- Strategies are systematic: learners do not create or stumble upon
the best strategy for solving a problem but uncover the strategy
from their knowledge of the problem and employ it systematically.

3- Strategies are finite. a limited number of strategies can be
identified. .

4- Strategies are not idiosyncratic creations of learners.
Bialystok (1990:12)

From another angle, that is a teacher-oriented one, Oxford (1990:9) lists

other key features to characterise learning strategies. She states that they:

[- allow learners to become more self-directed.
2- expand the role of language teachers.

3- are problem oriented

4- involve many aspects not just the cognitive.
5- are influenced by a variety of factors

6- can be taught

7- are flexible.
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The above cited characteristics are among the major ones recognised

and reported in the literature on learning strategies.
1.3.4 Typology of Learning Strategies

A number of classifications of learning strategies are proposed in the
literature. Oxford (1994) speaks of almost two dozen L2 strategy
classification systems based on different criteria and that can be put into

five groups as follows:
1- Systems related to successful language learners (e.g. Rubin, 1975).

2- Systems based on psychological functions (e.g. O’Malley and
Chamot, 1990).

3- Linguistically based systems dealing with guessing, language
monitoring, formal and functional practice (e.g. Bialystok, 1981; qtd.
in Oxford, 1994) or with communication strategies like paraphrasing

or borrowing (e.g. Tarone, 1981).

4- Systems related to separate language skills (e.g. Cohen, 1990b; qtd.
in Oxford, 1994).

5- Systems based on different styles or types of learners (e.g. Sutter,

1989; qtd. in Oxford, 1994).

The existence of this difference in strategy classification indicates a lack of
a consensus among researchers on a well accepted system for describing
these strategies. Nevertheless, it seems that the typology based on
psychological functions is the most widely adopted in research (see Rubin
1987, Oxford 1990, Stern 1992, O’Malley and Chamot 1990, Graham
1997). To take an example, O’Malley and Chamot (1990) display a
classification scheme that includes the full range of learning strategies

identified in the literature and resulting from research in cognitive
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psychology (based on interviews with experts and novices on psychological
tasks, and from theoretical analyses of reading comprehension and problem

solving). They list these learning strategies under three categories:

1- Metacognitive strategies: defined as “higher order executive
skills that may entail planning for, monitoring, or evaluating the
success of learning activity” (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990:44). In
fact, they refer to knowledge about cognitive processes which
may include application of thoughts about the cognitive
operations of oneself or others, and regulation of cognition i.e.
executive control of self-management through the processes cited

above as planning, monitoring, and evaluating.

2- Cognitive strategies: they are often specific to distinct learning
activities and “operate directly on incoming information,
manipulating it in ways that enhance learning” (O’Malley and
Chamot, 1990:44). These strategies “involve interacting with the
material to be learned, manipulating the material mentally or
physically, or applying a specific technique to a learning task”
(O’Malley and Chamot, 1990:138).

3- Social/ Affective strategies: they refer to a broad set of strategies
involving “either interaction with another person or ideational
control over affect” (O’Malley and Chamot, 1990:45). These

strategies can be applicable to a large variety of tasks.

In the following table, O’Malley and Chamot (1990:46) describe the
different learning strategies that can be put under the three types of

strategies mentioned above.
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Generic strategy | Representative | Definitions

classification strategies

Metacognitive . ; . : .

strategi%s Selective Focusing on special aspects of learning tasks, as in
attention planning to listen for key words or phrases.

Planning Planning for the organisation of either written or
spoken discourse.

Monitoring Reviewing attention to a task, comprehension of
information that should be remembered, or
production while it is occurring.

Evaluation Checking comprehension after completion of a
receptive language activity, or evaluating language
production after it has taken place.

Cognitive Rehearsal Repeating the names of objects or items to be
strategies remembered.

Organization | Grouping and classifying words, terminology, or
concepts according to their semantic or syntactic
attributes.

Inferencing Using information in text to guess meanings of new
linguistic items, predict outcomes, or complete
missing parts.

Summarizing | Intermittently synthesizing what one has heard to
insure the information has been retained.

Deducing Applying rules to the understanding of language.

Imagery Using visual images (either generated or actual) to
understand and remember new verbal information.

Transfer Using known Linguistic information to facilitate a
new learning task.

Elaboration Linking ideas contained in new information, or
integrating new ideas with known information.

Social/ affective | Cooperation | Working with peers to solve a problem, pool
strategies information, check notes, or get feedback on a
learning activity.

Questioning | Eliciting from a teacher or peer additional

for explanation, rephrasing, or examples.

clarification

Self-talk Using mental redirection of thinking to assure

oneself that a learning activity will be successful or
to reduce anxiety about a task.

Table 1.1: Classification of learning strategies
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1.3.5 The Importance of the Study of Learning Strategies

More than thirty years ago researchers became interested in the
strategies learners use to acquire a language. They looked for the
characteristics, frequency, importance and classification of these strategies.

The resulting findings appeared to be very helpful for teachers.

In effect, teachers’ awareness of their students’ learning behaviours
and strategies can help them understand how learners approach tasks and
difficulties encountered during the process of language learning, detect the
effective and defective processes, and then adapt their instruction to their
students’ needs and teach them some beneficial strategies revealed by
research to overcome their linguistic problems and learn more effectively.
As pointed out by Chamot (1987:81) “students could benefit from training
in additional strategies that they might not think of using on their own, and
that might be more effective for learning”. In the same fashion, other
researchers such as Oxford (1994), Graham (1997), Anderson (2002),
Crandall et al (2002) and O’Malley and Chamot (1990) insist on the
importance of training students to use learning strategies, which can help
them become better language learners. Besides “Intervention by the teacher
could help less able students profit from the strategies used by more able
students” Chamot (1987:81). The communication strategies (those tricks
used to allow the learner to remain in the conversation), revealed by
research, are also important to achieve the aim of communicative
approaches. They are used in the development of the learner’s
communicative competence. Through communication strategies, the
learner could not only apply the grammatical rules of a language in order to
form grammatically correct sentences but also know when and where to use

these sentences and with whom (Oxford 1990).
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Another benefit that can be drawn from the study of learning
strategies is that when gaining insights into the learning process and the
strategies used by learners, practitioners can train learners to use those
strategies promoting their autonomy; because nowadays, learner autonomy
is seen to be very effective for language learning and for continuing
learning even after the end of formal instruction. If one considers the rapid
change in science and technology in our modern world, it seems imperative
that people be equipped with the skills and strategies necessary to continue
learning on their own. Therefore, it is both useful and important to study

learner strategies and transmit the effective ones to students as explained in

Wenden (1987b:8):

One of the leading educational goals of the research on learner
strategies is an autonomous language learner. It is intended
that insights derived from the research guide the development
of learner training activities so that learners become not only
more efficient at learning and using their second language but
also more capable of self-directing these endeavors.

1.3.6 Factors Influencing Strategy Choice and Use

Research has identified many factors that can influence learners in
their choice and use of strategies. These factors are related either to the
learner (motivation, attitudes and beliefs, age, gender, learning style and
cultural background) or to the learning situation (type of task and teacher

expectations).

Motivation is believed to have a profound effect on the strategies
learners choose because of the crucial role it plays in L2/FL learning. As
stated by Lile (2002) motivation is the “backbone” of any classroom.
Before speaking about the effect of motivation on strategy use it is useful to

start with defining what is motivation and its orientations. Gardner
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(1985:147) explains that motivation is “the effort, want (desire), and affect
associated with learning a second language”. Gardner has related the
‘want’ to the goals learners seek to achieve through language learning and
has devoted much of his work (along with other researchers interested in
motivation in L2/FL learning) to this aspect referred to as the orientation of
learners’ motivation. In their early work, Gardner and Lambert (1959) have
suggested that motivation can take either an integrative or instrumental
orientation. The former is the desire to achieve proficiency in the target
language to identify with and take part in the target community; thereafter,
the learner shows interest not only in the target language but in the culture
as well. On the other hand, instrumental motivation is the desire to achieve
proficiency in the target language for utilitarian reasons such as career
enhancement or educational goals. Then, a major issue in research on L2
learners’ motivation was to look at the relationship between these two
orientations and achievement in L2 / FL learning. In their early studies
Gardner and Lambert (1959) held that an integrative motivation was more
important to language achievement being an internal and enduring part of
the learner’s personality, whereas instrumentally motivated learners were
more likely to be influenced by external factors such as rewards, and
therefore their motivation would be less constant. But later, other studies
showed the importance of instrumental orientation for L2 learning
(Lukmani 1972, Gardner and Lambert 1972) leading to the suggestion that
the two kinds of orientation were positive for language learning provided

that learners be highly motivated as pointed out in Gardner and MacIntyre
(1995:208):
..it is not so much the orientation that promotes

achievement but rather the motivation. If an integrative or
instrumental orientation is not linked with heightened
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motivation to learn the second language, it is difficult to
see how either could promote proficiency.

In addition, it should be highlighted that the two orientations do not
exclude each other: learners may be both instrumentally and integratively
motivated. However, the matter of learners’ orientation may be less
important for teachers than determining which factors may increase or
decrease the motivation of their students and how to lead the latter to active
engagement in learning. Working in this sense Keller (1983) identifies four
determinants of motivation which seem pertinent to the question of how

students approach learning.

1) The degree of interest students have in the learning situation.

2) The perceived relevance of the learning activities to their needs and
aspirations.

3) Expectations and attributions regarding success or failure.

4) Outcomes i.e. rewards or punishment deemed to result from the
learning experience.

The above factors are believed to have a great influence on students’ level
of motivation, and the latter will shape the choice and use of strategies in
learning or accomplishing a task. Indeed, it is widely held that learner

motivation has a significant impact on his strategy use as pointed out in

Dornyei (2003:21)

Learning strategies are techniques that students apply of
their own free will to enhance the effectiveness of their
learning. In this sense, strategy use —by definition-
constitutes instances of motivated learning behaviour.

Oxford (1990:13), on her part, explains that motivation affects the range
and set of strategies used by learners stating that “More highly motivated
learners use a significantly greater range of appropriate strategies than do
less motivated learners”. Moreover, it is held that the purpose for which

students are learning a language determines the type of strategies they will
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use. For example, those learning a language for personal communication
will use different strategies than those learning a language to fulfil a
graduation requirement. In this respect, Oxford (1990:13) points out that
“motivation is related to language learning purpose, which is another key

to strategy use’.

When considering motivation, one should not neglect the effect of
learners’ attitudes on it. The attitudes and beliefs a student has towards the
target language, its culture, and the learning situation in general will affect
the learner’s level of motivation, and therefore, his strategy use and choice.
Oxford (1994) reports that learner negative attitudes and beliefs are often

found to cause poor strategy use or lack of strategic concordance.

The relationship between age and strategy use has also been
examined. Chesterfield and Chesterfield (1985) noticed a natural
development sequence to the emergence of certain learning strategies.
Other studies looked into the relationship between learners’ age, their L2
proficiency level and their use of strategies. Results indicated that students
of different ages and stages of L2 learning used different strategies, with

certain strategies often being employed by older or more advanced students

(Grenfell and Harris 1993,1994).

Gender, on the other hand, has recently received great attention.
Oxford and Nyikos (1989) noted that gender had an important impact on
strategy choice and use. In their study they found that females showed
greater strategy use than males for general study strategies, formal-rule
related practice and conversation input elicitation strategies, while males
showed no greater strategy use than females on any factor. Similarly,
Coates (1986) observed that women seemed to ask more questions than
men. Likewise, in a case study of seven male and seven female EFL

university students, Hamzaoui (forthcoming) reported that in English essay
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writing (FL2) females showed greater use of writing strategies used to
generate sentences than males (cognitive and affective strategies), whereas
males showed a greater concern to essay pre-writing strategies
(metacognitive strategies). Graham (1997), for her part, noted a more
careful, planned approach to language learning on the part of female
students. All these findings indicate that gender is an influential factor in

the choice and use of learning strategies.

Other learner characteristics were found to be significant for
learners’ choice and use of strategies. Learning style, i.e. general approach
to language learning, is claimed to determine the types of strategies used by
learners. Analytic-style students, for example, were found to prefer
strategies like contrastive analysis, rule learning and dissecting words and
phrases, whereas holistic/ global-style students use strategies to find
meaning (guessing, scanning, predicting) and to converse without knowing

all the words using paraphrasing and gesturing (Oxford 1994).

The cultural background of learners, was also reported to influence
the choice and use of strategies. Hispanics, for example, were observed to
use more social strategies than did some other ethnic groups (Oxford
1990), while Asian students seemed to prefer rote memorization to other
forms of memorization (O’Malley et al 1985, qtd. in O’Malley and Chamot
1990).

To move to strategy choice and to the influential factors related to
the learning environment, we can cite the learning task. In effect, findings
indicate that different task types lead students to choose different strategies
according to task requirements. For example, learners would not use the
same strategies for writing a composition as for listening to a recorded
conversation, each task requiring a different set of strategies. In writing

learners will use strategies like planning, self-monitoring, substitution and
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revision. Speaking, on the other hand, demands strategies such as risk-
taking, paraphrasing, circumlocution, self-monitoring and self-evaluation.
In listening, strategies such as elaboration, inferencing, selective attention
and self-monitoring will be used, while in reading, learners will rather use

reading aloud, guessing, and summarising.

Finally, teacher expectations revealed by classroom teaching and
testing methods will have a profound effect on the type of strategies that
learners will develop. For example, a teacher may induce his students to
discrete-point grammar learning, and lead them to develop some specific
strategies such as analysis and reasoning which are less helpful for

communication than more global strategies.

1.3.7 Writing Strategies

In the sixties, cognitive psychology renewed interest in the study of
human thinking in general and the mental processes of language learners in
particular. Then, researchers became interested in the mental path students
undertook to learn or realise a language task. Along this line, writing was
one of the language skills examined as early as the seventies. Researchers
were interested in the common steps and strategies undertaken by
successful writers. They highlighted a number of them with different
appellations, but generally those steps were grouped under five stages, each

comprising several strategies (Frederick 1987):

1- The pre-writing stage: it is considered to be the most important
stage where students brainstorm to select a topic, generate ideas
either individually or in groups, gather information, determine the
most appropriate purpose and style and develop an outline or a

tentative plan.
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2- The drafting or actual writing stage: the student starts writing a

tentative product that will require evaluation and revision later on.

3- The revision stage: this stage and the previous one begin nearly at
the same time because as they write, students revise and evaluate
in order to make changes if necessary in both form and content.
Sommers (1982) sees revision as “a process of making changes
throughout the writing of a draft, changes that work to make the

draft congruent with a writer’s changing intentions”.

4- The editing stage: when the draft of a writing task is realised,
students review the document in the light of decisions made
during the pre-writing stage. Form and structure are given more
importance than content (in the process approach, this step could

be realised either in groups, or with the teacher’s assistance).

5- The publishing or presentation stage: the student presents a final

version of his written text to the intended audience.

Research on writing, in the beginning of the eighties, revealed that the
process of writing is not a linear one involving five successive stages, but a
recursive one in which the writer returns to various elements of his written
product before going ahead to produce more text (Perl 1980,1981). In other
words, the writer goes through the first four stages cited above several
times before he presents or publishes his final product (see figures 1.2 &

1.3 in section 1.2.3.1).

As mentioned earlier, one of the paramount interests of L2
composition researchers was to compare the writing strategies used by
successful writers and those used by unsuccessful ones in order to draw a
list of successful writing strategies for the sake of helping unskilled writers.

Jones (1982, qtd. in Krapels 1990) compared one ‘good’ L2 writer to a
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‘poor’ one. He found that the ‘poor’ writer was concerned with the text at
the expense of ideas, whereas the ‘good’ writer allowed her ideas to
generate the text. He concluded that the ‘poor’ writer had never learned
how to compose; therefore, lacked writing strategies. And this general lack
of composing competence, rather than specific lack in L2 linguistic
competence, was the source of her difficulty in L2 writing. Consequently, it

was established that writing strategies affect writer’s rhetorical structure.

In the study of Kasper (1997) designed to assess the link between the
metacognitive knowledge (i.e. awareness and control over one’s cognitive
activities including learning activities) and the writing performance of L2
students, she found a positive correlation between the two. Moreover,
strategy knowledge increased as students advanced in linguistic
proficiency. She explained that “as students gain experience with a given
task, we would expect them to learn to use strategies that lead to more
efficient task completion” (p.13). Thereafter, the assumption was held that
knowledge of strategies enhances learning and leads to more successful

task completion. A finding raised earlier by Brown (1980).

Composition researchers became more and more interested in
learners’ behaviours during a writing task and used some research tools
such as think-aloud protocols, interviews and questionnaires in order to
unveil the mental processes of learners when writing. Thanks to these
instruments, researchers described the different writing stages permitting
the discovery of the different strategies used in each stage and allowing an
evaluation of learner strategy use to be exploited for the improvement of

his writing performance.

The pre-writing stage was described by Raimes (1987: 451), when he
engaged his students in the think-aloud procedure, as follows (most studies

agree on this description):
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They (students) read the question often a few times, and with
occasional rephrasing, then immediately rehearsed for
writing. After a few associations, and after occasionally
writing down a few notes, they said something about having
“to begin with an introduction”, and then began to write.
They began writing without much prior consideration, even
on complex issues.

Concerning planning, it is agreed to happen sporadically during text
generation, as Raimes (1987) comments that it tends to refer to learned
prescriptions about essay form. Planning is seen to help the writer get back

on course during the complex recursive process of writing.

Finally, revision, the concern of many studies for its importance in
the writing process, was found to be rather synonymous with editing and
proofreading for the majority of learners whether novice writers or
advanced ones (Applebee et al. 1986, Yoder 1993, Lehr 1995). The
findings indicated that surface level changes predominated over meaning
changes in revision and that students rarely made global changes such as
starting over, rewriting most of the text, adding or deleting parts of the text,

or adding or deleting ideas.

Regarding the end product, McDonough (1995:68) explains that
when the think-aloud protocols were compared to the actual final copy of
the learner’s written text in many studies it was found that the final script
was “less comprehensible than it would have been if material actually
rehearsed by the writer had indeed been included”. Then, he concludes that
“writers in an L2 apparently do not always discriminate between what they

have set down on paper and what they have only thought or talked about”.

Another question which rose the interest of composition researchers,
was whether different writing tasks appealed for different strategies used as

pointed out in McDonough (1995:67):
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It would be interesting to know if different task specifications
encourage different attentional foci during the writing
process on revising and altering the text, on the conception
of the reader’s possible interpretation, on planning or
rehearsal, on text production.

Such information would be of great interest for practitioners to put forward
adequate programmes and syllabuses which would ensure the development
of all the sub-components of the writing process and thus help students
ameliorate their compositions. This is why, students engaged on a wide
range of writing tasks were studied. Jones and Tetroe’s (1987) study was
concerned with students who produced conventional narrative and
argumentative compositions as well as writing suitable texts to fit specified
endings. They found that in the conventional tasks of narration and
argumentation writers did very little planning; while, those engaged in the
ending-sentence tasks planned more. They concluded that the ending-
sentence tasks promoted planning activity by providing writers with
specific goals to plan for. In another research work, Matsuhashi (1987b)
was interested in “revising the plan and altering the text”. She gave her

subject two essays to realise:

-A generalising essay: where the writer made revisions which
affected the meaning of the essay during a long time and came back

to completed sentences.

-A reporting essay: where the writer completed most meaning-

related revisions within the current sentence using much less time.

Matsuhashi concluded that the writer used different revision strategies for
the two discourse types. Caccamise (1987), for her part, reported two
experiments in her work that set preliminary evidence for the organisation
of the idea generation process. In the two experiments her tasks varied in

three  parameters: familiarity  (familiar/ unfamiliar),  specificity
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(specific/general), and audience (adult/ child) of the topics. Her results
indicated that the first two variables had little or no impact on idea
generation; whereas, the child-audience situation marked a difference. The
difference recorded was not in the number of ideas generated when
compared to the adult-audience situation, but in the lack of organisation of
ideas and lack of elaboration. The reason is that students were so concerned
with appropriateness of materials for child-audience that they repeated
more ideas, and it took them twice as long to generate new ideas. Basing
his analysis on students’ product, Reid (1990) too found a difference in the
compositions realised for two different tasks (used on the test of written
English): a statement of comparison contrast and a verbalisation of graph
material. The differences recorded were of overall length, pronominal

reference, word length, and word category.

What is clear from the above research findings is that learners use a
number of strategies while writing. These strategies are found to differ in
terms of mode of discourse, audience, or simply the task itself. However, it
is premature to state the extent to which the writing process including
strategies change according to the type of writing task proposed, because
the range of tasks used in research is still not wide enough. Therefore, more

research is needed in this area.
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1.4 CONCLUSION

Many educationalists agree that writing is a sophisticated and
complex skill difficult to acquire by native speakers and even more by
second/ foreign language learners. By the seventies, research renewed
interest in rhetoric and writing, the latter was no more seen as a linear
activity of planning, writing and revising, but as a complex recursive
process where students developed a competence of using some strategies to
overcome their problems. This competence was seen to be more important
than linguistic competence. Henceforth, language learning research became
interested in those strategies used by learners to carry out the learning and
writing tasks successfully and go beyond language difficulties. Many
studies were devoted to strategy listing and classification with the aim of
detecting those strategies used by good language learners and skilled
writers in order to help the poor or unskilled ones. As a result, many
scholars called for the importance of training learners to use good language
learner’s/ writer’s strategies in the framework of promoting unskilled
learners/ writers into skilled ones. However, subsequent research showed
that other factors such as age, gender and motivation, may influence the use
and choice of learner strategies and affect the effectiveness of the latter.
This lead to highlight the importance of considering these factors in a

strategy training enterprise.

Research has also looked into the impact of L1 on 1.2/ FL writing
where some evidence of L1 writing behaviours transfer was found.
However, conflicting results emerged as to what extent L1 writing
strategies were transferred to L2/FL writing and whether the use of these

strategies into L2/FL writing was beneficial or not (refer to section 1.2.3.3).

This chapter has also shown that research into writing affected the

composition classroom through a display of the different teaching
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approaches to writing that witnessed the contemporary language classroom
and which accompanied the development in L1 and L2 writing research

(section 1.2.5).

To focus our attention on the Algerian learner, the next chapter will
examine the development of the writing skill in the Algerian education in

three languages: Arabic, French and English.

NOTES

' The interlanguage is the language produced by L2 and FL learners who are in the process of learning a
language.

2 Cognitive psychology is a branch of psychology which deals with the study and learning of systems of
knowledge, particularly those processes involved in thought, perception, comprehension, memory and
learning.

3 Oxford’s (1990:17) taxonomy of language learning strategies is as follows:

[ DIRECT STRATEGIES INDIRECT STRATEGIES j
Memory strategies -Creating mental Metacognitive -Centring your learning
linkages strategies -Arranging and
-Applying images and planning your learning
sounds -Evaluating your
-Reviewing well learning
-Employing action
Cognitive strategies -Practising Affective strategies -Lowering your anxiety.
-Receiving and sending -Encouraging yourself.
messages -Taking your emotional
-Analysing and temperature.
reasoning
-creating structure for
input and output
Compensation -Guessing intelligently | Social strategies -Asking questions.
strategies -Overcoming limitations -Cooperating with
in speaking and writing others.
-Empathizing with
L others. J
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2.1 INTRODUCTION

As stated in the general introduction, this research work aims at
investigating the writing strategies used by EFL university students. For
this purpose, it is useful to present the educational context in which our
targeted students develop starting from a general description of the
Algerian educational system to a more specific one dealing with the
instruction received by our learners from the lower levels of education

(Primary, Middle and Secondary Schools) to the higher one (University).

This general situation analysis is followed by an exploration into the
teaching and learning of the writing skill throughout the different levels of
instruction. Teaching approaches, practices and activities used in the three
languages (Arabic, French and English) are displayed. Finally, we point to
some important observations concerning the teaching of writing at all
levels of instruction. This brief situation analysis is aimed to provide the
reader with a clearer picture of the conditions that have shaped the

educational growth, language development and writing skill acquisition of

our EFL students.
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2.2 THE ALGERIAN EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM

A general consideration of the Algerian educational system will help
clarify the circumstances that have moulded the EFL student’s educational
background, language proficiency and skill development. The present
report opens with a general description and historical record of Algerian
education before a description of the different levels of instruction. These
are divided into two levels: pre-university and University/ higher
education. The first level consists of two stages: the Fundamental School
which extends over 9 years (comprising the Primary and Middle Schools )

and the Secondary School extending over 3 years;
2.2.1 General Description

After independence, the Algerian school system was in a very
difficult situation since the majority of the teaching staff and school
administration were French who Jeft Algeria at independence. Since then,
education has become one of the major concerns of national development.
Initially, the authorities opted for “quantity” as a priority rather than
“quality” to answer the needs of the country by providing the needed
specialists to fill in vacancies in the different sectors. They, therefore
designed a new system of education which promoted “Algerianisation” and
“democratisation” in Primary, Middle and Secondary Schools. Though this
educational policy helped provide the country with a good number of
specialists needed to start the Algerian economy, it gave rise to less
qualified people namely in teaching that was to affect a few generations’

educational growth.

Along the line of educational “democratisation”, the government
launched the Fundamental School in the seventies which ensured a

compulsory schooling of nine years for all Algerian children starting school
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at the age of six. The purpose of the Fundamental School was to develop
within the child the material and spiritual elements of socialism by teaching
him economics and social sciences based on Arab-Islamic sources and
values. However, this system is more likely to hinder the child’s normal
educational process. The reason is that the huge amount of knowledge
given at this stage as well as the study of empirical sciences which require
a certain maturity and reasoning go beyond the child’s abilities who rather
needs at this stage to acquire the basic skills of a language. After the
Fundamental School, pupils who pass the final exam (BEF, Brevet
d’Enseignement Fondamental) are oriented to Secondary Schools leading
them to University, the final stage of Algerian education accessible only to

“Baccalaureat” holders.

The Algerian school has gone through a number of reforms which
first affected the language used for instruction. After independence, French
was still used as the language of instruction in schools. Henceforth, the
Algerian government engaged in a huge process of “Arabisation” as early
as the seventies. The objective of this process was to spread the use of
Standard Arabic gradually replacing French (the coloniser’s language) in
all domains, starting from education. This policy of maximising the use of
Standard Arabic began in the lower levels of education in the seventies to
be extended to higher education in the eighties. However, it should be
noted that this process was launched without effective preparation: lack of
teacher training, teaching materials, and resources for learners, all were
factors which hindered the acquisition of Standard Arabic as wel] as all
other subjects taught in Arabic. F urthermore, the Algerian arabised students
found and are stil] finding difficulties to specialise in some scientific fields

such as medical studies stil] taught in French and up till now, there is no
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real infrastructure at University level to provide scientific programmes in

Arabic (Kenay, 2000).

In addition, the predominance of instruction through Standard
Arabic and the low subject matter coefficient as well as limited teaching
time and resources allocated to French and English language teaching
(respectively first and second foreign languages) led the younger
generations (those born in the late seventies) to encounter real learning
problems in both foreign languages. This is clearly felt at University level,
where the majority of new entrants display serious deficiencies in both
speaking and writing. Miliani (2001:14) explains that the language
problems our learners face are namely due to the neglect of the Algerian
socio-linguistic reality in language planning, stating that:

Language (foreign and national planning), as well as
teaching have always responded to considerations or

policies  imbued  with partisanship — far  from  the
sociolinguistic reality of the country.

2.2.2 Pre-University Education

As noted earlier, the Algerian pre-university educational system
consists of three levels: the Primary School (lasting 6 years), the Middle
School (lasting 3years), and the secondary school (lasting 3years). The
first nine years are called Fundamental/ Basic education, starting from the
age of six. It is aimed to ensure the standard norm of nine-year schooling
for the vast majority of Algerian pupils. The last three years are called
secondary education. Standard Arabic is the first language learned by
pupils at school. This language is used as the medium for teaching all
subjects (i.e. mathematics, natural sciences, physics, chemistry, history,
geography, Islamic sciences, philosophy) in the course of pre-university
years. French, the first foreign language (FL)) is not introduced till the 4™

year of Fundamental education, when the pupil is supposed to have
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mastered the basic elements of Arabic. In 1993-94 there was an
experimental attempt to teach English as an FL, in the 4" year in place of
French. However, this experiment was confined to few regions, and ended
in failure because neither the sociolinguistic background nor the human or
material resources were available for the success of this enterprise. In
general, all Algerian pupils start learning English as a second foreign
language (FL,) in the Middle School from the 8" year (8AF) of
Fundamental education to the last year of the Secondary School (3AS).
This gives a total of five years of English before University.

It should be noted that from October 2003, a new educational
reform was applied, According to this reform, the Primary School extends
over five years and the Middle School over four years. French is taught
from the second year of the Primary School and English is introduced in
the curriculum from the 6" year of Fundamental education (The first year
of the Middle school). When the pupil leaves high school at eighteen, he
will have learned English for seven years in the new system. Yet, it should
be highlighted that the subjects of this study were concerned with the old
educational system, this is why a description of this system is provided

below.

Table 2.1 presents the different subjects studied in the Fundamental
School and the number of hours allocated to each. At the end of 4 nine-year
Fundamental schooling period, pupils sit for the BEF examination and the
scores obtained for this exam added to those obtained during the 9" year of
study (9AF) will allow them to paSs to secondary education. The latter
lasts three years and is based on orientation towards different options/
streams according to the results obtained in the Fundamental School.
Secondary education aims to prepare pupils for the Baccalaureat

examination held at the end of 3AS which is the requirement for University
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entrance. There are two types of Secondary Schools: technical Secondary
Schools which prepare pupils for University technical studies such as
electronics, computing, civil engineering; and general Secondary Schools
which prepare pupils for all other disciplines, including English. Table 2.2
displays the different options in the general Secondary Schools, the
subjects taught in each option as well as the number of hours per week
devoted to each subject. It should be pointed out that the majority of EFL
students come from “Lettres et sciences humaines” stream (i.e. letters and
human sciences), and “Lettres et langues etrangéres” (i.e. letters and
foreign languages) as shown on table 2.3 which provides an example of the
option and the number of students from each option enrolled in the English

section of our University during the academic year 2002-03.
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Subjects 1% stage 3" stage
number of hours per | number of hours per | number of hours per
week week week
IAF |2AF [3AF [4AF [5AF 7AF | 8AF |9AF
A O O G O A
e O L O N AN O R Ca
A O G G O A

Islamic education

'
'
'

{ W
S

(%)

=

o8

S

Civic education

j==]
(O8]
=
o S
Lo o
o S
=] o
(O] (O8]
= S

G O N L O 0

Study of the 2 230 (230 0
environment

e N N N N O LI
Technological 2 2
education

_-- L
1.30 1.30 {130 [1.30 [130 2 2 2
R A A A e N

Table 2.1: Distribution of school subjects and hours in the

Fundamental School
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1AS 2AS 3AS
SUBJECTS number of hours number of hours per number of hours per
per week week week

Mathematics

Physics

L S LHS |LFL|IS NSE LHS [LFL|IS |NS|ES
- |

Natural sciences 2
e ]
Arabic 6

French 4

English 3

Spanish

History §3‘ﬂ 4 4 4 12 |2
geography

Islamic sciences 2 2 2 TTTTT 0 4 10 |0
philosophy 0 0 0 0 0 [0 |0 |7 5 5 (3 |3
Art 1 1 1 1 1 TT 0 0 0 [0 |0
Music 1 1 1 1 I (1 |1 |0 0 0 10 |0
sport 2 2 2 2 2 12 |2 |2 2 2 12 |2
Total S— 32 34 28 29 ﬂ&&&iﬂib

S: Sciences

LHS: Letters and Human Sciences
LFL: Letters and F oreign Languages
IS: Islamic Sciences

ES: Exact Sciences

NS: Natural Sciences

Table 2.2: Distribution of school subjects and hours in the

Secondary School
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Baccalaureat option Number of students enrolled

Letters and Human sciences 77

Letters and Islamic sciences

Letters and Foreign Languages

Natural Sciences

Table 2.3: First year English students’ entry profiles for the year
2002-2003

Finally, it should be noted that students learn English for at least five
years before entering University. However, their knowledge of the English
language and culture is in general inadequate due to many factors such as
overloaded programmes, insufficient teaching time, little systematic
language practice, fewer writing tasks, and a limited background

knowledge as regards the foreign language culture.

2.2.3 Higher Education: a Description of Studies in EFL

In Algeria, English is a second foreign language. It is neither a
medium of instruction, nor used in the government, or involved in any
societal function. It is a foreign language in the sense that it is learned at
school and at University for further studies, job requirements, visits abroad
etc... Nowadays, the English language is witnessing an increased interest
in Algeria for economic reasons. It is necessary for international
exchanges, it is used in banks and other national enterprises such as
NAFTAL (the Algerian oil company), as well as foreign companies like
BECHTEL, ELPASO, or British Petroleum (international oil companies); it

78



r'-“‘ﬂ’

"“'"573

—<\

CHAPTER TWO THE WRITING SKILL IN THE ALGERIAN EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM: ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT SITUATION

is also used in computing, a field witnessing increasing advance these

years.

At University level, those students who need to specialise in the
English language, enrol in English departments for a “Licence de lettres
Anglaises” i.e. a BA degree. This four-year degree normally allows
students either to enter professional life and become a secondary school
teacher of English, or upon an admission test to continue and undertake
post-graduate studies. However, since the chances to find a teaching job
have become very narrow, Licence holders have turned to a variety of other
jobs such as banking, journalism, translation with foreign oil companies
ete.

Before thel1980s, the time spent for a Licence was 3 years; the
enrolled students were Baccalaureat holders with a minimum score of
12/20 in English and an overall average of 11/20 in the Baccalaureat
examination. Priority was given to literature students i.e. students from
“série lettres”. The motives of English students at that time according to
Bouhadiba (2000) were more integrative (refer to section 1.3.6 for the
definition of integrative motivation) and cultural than vocational. They
were the result of the environment in the city (American and English
folksongs and films, the British council, the Afro-American institute). The

faculty consisted of Algerian teachers and expatriates from UK, Australia,

New Zealand, India and USA.

The situation started to change by the mid-eighties, and coincided
with the 1986 crash in oil prices. At the same time the Ministry of National
Education became involved in the design of new teaching methods based
on the Communicative Approach. And by the beginning of the nineties the
advent of computing in Algeria permitted a new system for the registration

of University entrants (still in use). The Baccalaureat holders were oriented
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to the English ‘Licence’ by computer on the basis of their scores obtained
in the Baccalaureat exam, the choices they made, and the Baccalaureat
option. The motives became more instrumental than integrative/ cultural
i.e. to get a job (Bouhadiba 2000). Regarding the University teaching staff,
it consisted of Algerian teachers trained locally. The amount of time to
complete a ‘Licence’ changed also, it was extended to four years. The first
year aims at consolidating the basis of the language already acquired in
Secondary Schools. Therefore, the modules students are concerned with
deal mainly with the teaching of the target language system and skills:
grammar,  written  expression, listening  comprehension, reading
comprehension and oral expression, in addition to phonetics, linguistics,
and the Arabic language and literature. The language based modules are
taught until the second year only, except for listening comprehension and
oral expression which are kept in the 3" year. Content modules such as
civilisation and literature are taught in the second, third and fourth years.
The following table provides the distribution of hours per week and per
year for the cited modules at each level (used in the Department of F oreign

Languages of the University of Tlemcen).
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MODULES NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
HOURS PER HOURS PER YEAR
WEEK
LISTENING COMPREHENSION & 3H 90H
ORAL EXPRESSION
WRITTEN EXPRESSION 3H 90H
READING COMPREHENSSION IH 30min 45H
GRAMMAR 3H
PHONETICS 1H 30min 45H
INTRODUCTION TO LINGUISTICS IH 30min 45H
ARABIC 1H 30min 45H
TOTAL 15H 450H
SECOND LISTENING COMPREHENSION & 3H 90H
ORAL EXPRESSION
WRITTEN EXPRESSION 3H 90H
GRAMMAR 3H 90H
PHONETICS IH 30min 45H
LINGUISTICS 1H 30min 45H
BRITISH LITERATURE IH 30min 45H
BRITISH CIVILISATION 1H 30min 45H
AMERICAN LITERATURE ~[H 30min 45H
AMERICAN CIVILISATION IH 30min 45H
ARABIC 1H 30min 45H
TOTAL 19H 30min 585H

Table 2.4: English ‘Licence’ curriculum modules
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| YEAR [ MODULES NUMBER OF NUMBER OF
HOURS PER HOURS PER YEAR
WEEK
THIRD LISTENING COMPREHENSION & | 1H 30min 45H
ORAL EXPRESSION
PHONETICS 1H 30min 45H
BRITISH LITERATURE 1H 30min 45H
BRITISH CIVILISATION IH 30min 45H
—_—— :
AMERICAN LITERATURE 1H 30 min 45H
AMERICAN CIVILISATION 1H 30 min 45H
LINGUISTICS 1H 30 min 45H T
EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 1H 30 min 45H
ARABIC 1H 30 min 45H
TOTAL 13H 30min 405H
FOURTH THIRD WORLD LITERATURE 1H 30 min 45H
ENGLISH LITERATURE [H 30 min 45H
LINGUISTICS 1H 30 min 45H
THEL 1H 30 min 45H
BRITISH & AMERICAN 1H 30 min 45H
CIVILISATION
EDUCATIONAL PSYCHOLOGY 1H 30 min 45H
TOTAL 9H szﬂ

Table 2.4: English ‘Licence’ curriculum subject and time distribution

It should be pointed out that in the fourth year, students are also
required to choose between writing a long essay or attending teacher

training sessions in a Secondary School.

Regarding EFL students’ use of the three languages L1, FL,, and FL,
in the foreign language department of the University of Tlemcen, English is

used in all their language and content based modules, except for

82



—

r =%

—<“

CHAPTER TWO THE WRITING SKILL IN THE ALGERIAN EDUCATIONAL SYSTEM: ANALYSIS OF THE CURRENT SITUATION

educational psychology which was a module taught in French until 2001 -
2002 when it started to be taught in English. Besides English and French,

Arabic is taught as a separate module and concerns language and literature.

However, the Algerian English degree student is still found to be

lacking in foreign language competence. Bouhadiba (2000 :104) explains

that this is due to two factors:

1. No adequate responsive educational or pedagogical programmes
have been suggested this Jar. The BA curriculum dates back to the
1980s (perhaps prior to this date) and no substantial change has
been brought about in spite of the drastic changes in the social-

economic environment.

2. The teacher lacks qualified ELT professionalism despite new ELT
methodologies and approaches that proliferate in the market. The
teaching is often done hastily with no suitable teaching material or

adequately trained instructors.

Finally, it should be reminded that the Algerian learner of English
can rarely have the opportunity to practise the language outside the
classroom, namely after the closure of British and American centres at the
beginning of the 1990s for employees’ security. These centres used to help
English language learners and provide them with useful learning materials.
Moreover, newspapers and magazines published in English can rarely be
found on the market. In fact, direct contact with the language does not exist
except through networks via satellite television or the internet and through
the written literature available in University libraries and some bookshops.
Consequently, except for the possibility of mailing through the Internet, the

Algerian learner of English has a unidirectional type of contact with the
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foreign language which is not sufficiently motivating for him to learn

English successfully.

2.3 DEVELOPMENT OF THE WRITING SKILL THROUGH THE
DIFFERENT LEVELS OF EDUCATION

To understand the way Algerian EFL students write, it is important to
consider how they have been taught writing in the three languages (Arabic,
French and English), from their early years of schooling to their entrance to
University. The following sections aim to report how the writing skill has

been taught in Algeria throughout the different levels of instruction.
2.3.1 WRITING IN THE PRIMARY SCHOOL

The Primary School is the first institution which introduces and
familiarises the child to instruction. It lasts six years starting from the age
of six and constitutes the first two stages of the Fundamental School: the
1", 2" and 3" years being the first stage; and the 4™, 5" and 6™ years being
the second stage (see table 2.1,

Algerian pupils are first introduced to writing in Arabic (L1) at the
Primary School. During the 1% year, learners are exposed to a number of
written words and required to memorise their shape. Afterwards, they move
to the study and writing of letters in isolation, then, within words. The
construction of simple sentences comes later through oral exercises

involving the description of pictures using scrambled words.

During the 2" and 3™ years, written activities are still related to oral
activities where pupils are provided with pictures with which they have to
build a story. Thanks to the correction and guidance of the teacher this
story is almost learned by heart. Thereafter, a written activity follows

consisting of filling gaps with the appropriate vocabulary to construct the
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oral story. The gaps are first replaced by words, then, by sentences as

learners become more advanced.

It is not until the 4™ year that pupils are introduced to paragraph
writing of four lines containing an introduction, a development and a
conclusion. At this level, teachers introduce some discourse markers such
as connectors. The writing activity is teacher guided: he prepares pupils to
write by eliciting ideas on a certain topic, writes them on the board,
organises them with the pupils, asks the pupils to write a paragraph using
the ideas raised and models a final piece of writing asking the participation

of all pupils.

During the 5" and 6" years, learners still write paragraphs, but longer
ones of six or seven lines based on oral activities or text reading. However,
many texts appearing in the<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>