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ABSTRACT

THE USE OF L1 AND L2 IN PREWRITING DISCUSSIONS IN EFL WRITING AND
STUDENTS’ ATTITUDES TOWARDS L1 AND L2 USE IN PREWRITING
DISCUSSIONS
Hemn Adil Karim
M.A., Department of Teaching English as a Foreign Language
Supervisor: Asst. Prof. Dr. Julie Mathews-Aydinl

July 2010

This study investigated the effectiveness of the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting
discussion on EFL students’ writing quality. The study also examined students’ attitudes
towards prewriting discussions in general, and having prewriting discussions in L1 and

L2 in particular.

Data were collected in three phases with 30 sophomore Kurdish native speaker
students in the English Language Department at Koya University in the north of Irag. In
the first phase, the students wrote four essays after prewriting discussions in either their
native language (Kurdish) or their second language (English). In the study, the students
wrote two essays in the first and fourth week after L1 discussions and they also wrote
two essays in the second and third weeks after having L2 discussions. In the second step,
data were collected through a questionnaire which focused on the students’ attitudes
towards prewriting discussion in general and the use of L1 and L2 in particular. Then,

according to their writing test scores, four participants were chosen (two with the highest



and two with the lowest scores) and interviewed in order to know their in-depth feelings
and attitudes towards prewriting discussions and using L1 and L2 in prewriting

discussions in EFL writing classes.

The findings showed that the participants wrote better essays after the L2
prewriting discussions than after the L1 discussions. The findings also showed that the
students generally responded positively to prewriting discussions as an effective
technique in EFL writing classes; however they had mixed feelings about some points
relating to the language choice in prewriting discussions. In other words, some of the
participants believed that L2 use was more useful for English major students as they
need to learn English, while other participants believed that the language choice in
prewriting discussions should be determined according to students’ level of second
language proficiency. In brief, the results indicated that English language students
should use the second language in all speaking class activities in all levels in order to
help them learn English better, but lower level students should be allowed to use their
native language when they cannot fully express their ideas in English.

Finally, this study presents some pedagogical recommendations such as using
prewriting discussions together with other techniques in the second language writing
process. It also recommends that the use of L1 alongside L2 in prewriting discussions
should be allowed among EFL students, especially lower level students, in order to help
them participate in class activities and make them feel less anxious while expressing
their ideas, and also to help them to better understand the topics and improve their

writing performance.



Key words: prewriting discussions, English as a foreign language, Kurdish, student

attitudes, writing process.
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OZET

INGILIZCE YAZMA DERSI SINIFLARINDA YAZMA ONCESI TARTISMA
AKTIVITELERINDE ANADIL VE YABANCI DiL KULLANIMI VE
OGRENCILERIN YAZMA ONCESI TARTISMA AKTIVITELERINDE ANADIL VE
YABANCI DiL KULLANIMINA YONELIK TUTUMLARI

Hemn Adil Karim
Yiiksek Lisans, Yabanci Dil Olarak Ingilizce Ogretimi Boliimii
Tez Yoneticisi: Yrd. Dog. Dr. Julie Mathews-Aydinl

Temmuz 2010

Bu c¢alisma anadil ve yabanci dil kullaniminin yazma Oncesi tartisma
aktivitelerinde yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce dgrenen 6grencilerin yazma becerilerine olan
etkisini arastirmistir. Calisma ayrica, dgrencilerin genel olarak yazma Oncesi tartisma
aktivitelerine kars1 olan tutumlarini, ve yazma Oncesi tartisma aktivitelerinde anadil ve

yabanci dil kullanimina kars1 olan tutumlarini incelemistir.

Kuzey Irak Koya Universitesi Ingilizce Dili Béliimiinde anadili Kiirtge olan ve
iki yildir egitim almakta olan 30 G6grenciden ii¢c asamada bilgi toplanmustir. Birinci
asamada, 6grenciler, yazma Oncesi tartisma aktivitelerinden sonra anadilleri olan Kiirtce
veya yabanci dil olarak 6grendikleri Ingilizcede dort deneme yazisi yazmuslardir. Bu
calismada, oOgrenciler, anadillerindeki tartisma aktiviteleri sonrasinda, birinci ve
dordiincii haftalarda iki deneme yazis1 yazmislardir. Ogrenciler ayrica, ikinci ve tglnci

haftalarda, yabanci dildeki tartisma aktiviteleri sonrasinda iki deneme yazisi
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yazmislardir. Ikinci asamada, &grencilerin genel olarak yazma ©Oncesi tartisma
aktivitelerine karst olan tutumlart ve yazma Oncesi tartisma aktivitelerinde anadil ve
yabanci dil kullanimina yonelik tutumlarini belirlemek amaciyla anket uygulanmustir.
Ardindan, yazma simavindan aldiklar1 notlara gore secilen dort 6grenciyle (en yliksek
notlar1 alan iki 6grenci ve en diisiik notlar1 alan iki dgrenci) yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce
Ogretilen yazma derslerinde yazma Oncesi tartisma aktivitelerine ve bu tartigsmalarda
anadil ve yabanci dil kullanimina yonelik tutumlarimi belirlemek amaciyla miilakat

yapilmistir.

Elde edilen bulgular, 6grencilerin anadilde yapilan tartisma aktivitelerine kiyasla,
yabanci dilde yapilan yazma Oncesi tartisma aktivitelerinden sonra daha iyi deneme
yazilar1 yazdiklarin1 gostermistir. Bulgular, ayrica, dgrencilerin yazma Oncesi tartigma
aktivitelerinin yazma dersinde etkili bir yontem oldugu yoniinde olumlu tutumlari
oldugunu fakat 6grencilerin yazma Oncesi tartigma aktivitelerinde dil tercihi konusunda
farkli goriisleri oldugunu gostermistir. Diger bir ifadeyle, katilimcilardan bazilari,
yabanci dil kullaniminm Ingilizce boliimii &grencileri icin daha faydali olduguna
inanirken, diger katilimcilar yazma Oncesi tartisma aktivitelerinde dil sec¢iminin
Ogrencilerin yabanci dildeki yeterlik diizeylerine gore belirlenmesine inanmaktadirlar.
Kisaca, sonuglar, Ingilizce béliimii égrencilerinin, tiim yeterlik seviyelerinde ve tiim
konusma dersi aktivitelerinde, Ingilizceyi daha iyi 6grenmelerini desteklemek amaciyla
yabanci dili kullanmalar1 gerektigini ve diisiik seviyedeki &grencilerin, diisiincelerini
Ingilizcede dogru olarak ifade edemediklerinde anadillerini kullanmalarina izin

verilmesi gerektigini ortaya ¢ikarmigtir.



Son olarak bu ¢alisma, ikinci bir dilde yazma siirecinde, yazma Oncesi tartisma
aktivitelerinin diger tekniklerle birlikte ele alinmasi gibi birtakim pedagojik oneriler
sunmaktadir. Calisma ayrica, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce 6grenen 6grencilerin, zellikle
disiik seviyelerdeki Ogrencilerin  simif i¢i  aktivitelere katilimlarim1i  saglamak,
diisiincelerini  ifade etmedeki tedirginliklerini azaltmak ve konular1 daha 1iyi
kavramalarina ve yazma becerilerini gelistirmelerine yardimci olmak amaciyla, yazma
Oncesi tartisma aktivitelerinde, yabanci dilin yam sira anadil kullanmalarma da izin

verilmesi gerektigini onermektedir.

Anahtar Kelimeler: Yazma Oncesi tartismalar, yabanci dil olarak Ingilizce, Kiirtce,

Ogrenci tutumlari, yazma sreci.
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION

Introduction

Writing is often perceived as one of the most difficult skills in second and
foreign language classrooms. To ease students’ difficulty in writing, researchers have
recommended a process approach, which emphasizes a step-by-step practice, rather than
a product approach, which emphasizes only the final product (Stapa & Abdul Majid,
2009). In the process approach, students go through a series of stages: prewriting,
writing, evaluation, revising, and editing. The first stage, prewriting has been described
by Lally (2000) as consisting of three activities: discussion, free-writing, and
brainstorming. Prewriting discussion is one of the prewriting activities that is seen as
important in the process of writing. In the last few decades, a number of studies (e.g.
Kennedy, 1983; Lally, 2000; Lay, 1982; Meyer, 1980; Sweigart, 1991; Shi, 1998;
Xianwei, 2009) have investigated the effects of prewriting discussions on students’
composition practices, and have suggested that student writers write qualitatively better
texts after discussing the topic. Furthermore, using the students’ native language (L1) in
prewriting discussions has been suggested as a positive factor for improving students’
writing quality, organization of ideas, and coherence. For example, Lally (2000)
investigated the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussion, but did not find a
significantly different effect. At Koya University’s English Language Department,
teachers give students a topic and ask them to write a composition without giving
students the opportunity to discuss the ideas in class and come up with useful ideas

related to the given topic. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to investigate the



effect of prewriting discussions in EFL writing. In particular, the study aimed at
investigating whether there are different effects of prewriting discussions in the L1 and
the L2 (English) on the students’ writing. The secondary purpose is to investigate
students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in L1 and in L2. This study may help
writing teachers recognize the potential value of using prewriting discussions in L1 and
L2 in order to help students better understand the topic and improve their writing
quality. In addition, the findings may assist curriculum developers considering the use of

prewriting discussions in both the L1 and the L2 in writing classes.

Background of the Study

Writing, like other language skills, plays a key role in the process of teaching and
learning. As LaRoche (1993) states, “writing is a skill that can ensure student success in
every aspect of learning and advancement” (p. 11). Within the area of English language
teaching and learning the process approach to writing has attracted a great deal of
attention and is considered as an effective way of teaching writing. Leki (1991 cited in
Ho 20006) states that “the process approach is an approach to teaching writing that places
more emphasis on the stages of the writing process than the final product” (p. 2). The
process of writing as Mora-Flores (2009) describes, consists of five common stages;
prewriting, drafting, revising, editing, and publishing. Lally (2000) has highlighted the
fact that an essential component of process-oriented writing instruction is the prewriting
or idea generation stage. Prewriting activities can help students discuss a topic, generate
ideas, and organize what to write in order to improve the quality of their writing. Go

(1994) points out “prewriting is a structured design that energizes student participation



in thinking, talking, group interaction, and skeletal writing such as building the

components of a writing task” (p. 2).

Prewriting as the first stage of the process of writing includes some activities,
which Lally (2000) describes as “talking, free-writing and brainstorming” (p. 229).
There may also be other activities like planning, mind-mapping, and so on. Prewriting
discussions can familiarize students with the topic, and can lead them to generate related
ideas and also help students use the ideas to improve the overall quality of their writing.
Several studies have been conducted on prewriting discussions’ effects on the overall
quality of students’ writing. The studies that examined the effects of prewriting
discussion have all suggested that students write better after talking about a topic
(Kennedy, 1983; Lally, 2000; Meyer, 1980; Sweigart, 1991; Shi, 1998; Xianwei, 2009).
Voss et al. (1980 cited in Zhang and Vukelich, 1998) also claim that students with high

prior knowledge on the topic to be written about write qualitatively better texts.

These researchers have investigated the effects of prewriting discussion on the
quality of students’ composition in various other ways. For instance, Sweigart (1991)
investigated the effectiveness of prewriting discussions through comparing small-group
discussion and whole class discussion. Sweigart found that small-group discussion was
more effective than whole class discussion in students’ knowledge improvement. Shi
(1998) in her study assessed whether peer talk and teacher-led prewriting discussions
affect the quality of students’ writing. Like Sweigart, Shi found that prewriting
discussion, especially peer-talk, affected students’ writing in terms of helping them

produce longer texts and using more diverse vocabulary. In addition, Zhang and



Vukelich (1998) explored the role of prewriting activities on the writing quality of
students with different gender and academic achievement across four grade levels. They
found that females and advanced level students benefited more from prewriting

discussions.

Many researchers have studied L1 use in the process of L2 writing (Akyel, 1994;
Cumming, 1989; Edelsky, 1986; Friedlander, 1990; Lally, 2000; Lay, 1982; Li, 2008;
Stapa & Abdul Majid, 2009; Wang & Wen, 2002; Wang, L. 2003; Weijen et al., 2009;
Woodall, 2002; Yanqun, 2009; Xianwei, 2009), and they have all suggested that L1 can
have an important effect on L2 writing. The purpose of L1 use in the process of L2
writing varies according to different studies; for instance, it has been shown that writing
strategies can be transferred from L1 to L2 (Edelsky, 1986; Friedlander, 1990), or that
L1 can be used to plan ideas (Akyel, 1994; Lay, 1982). Researchers like Wang & Wen
(2002) used L1 in process-controlling, idea-generation, and idea-organizing activities.
Stapa and Abdul Majid (2009) also investigated the effects of the use of L1 to generate
ideas among low proficiency ESL learners. They found that using L1 in generating ideas
produced a noticeable improvement in the quality of students’ writing. However, these
studies have not investigated whether there are distinct differences based on the
language of the prewriting discussions (L1 or L2) in the writing produced by EFL

students.

The studies that have investigated L1 and L2 use in prewriting discussions are
very few. Among them, Lally (2000) investigated L1 use in prewriting discussions in

comparison to L2 use before writing in L2 (French). The study participants were English



native speakers majoring in French. Their assignment was to discuss photographs first in
the L1 before writing in the L2, and then on another occasion in the L2 before writing in
the L2. Lally did not find a significantly different effect of prewriting discussions in the
L1 (English) and the L2 (French) on students’ text quality. Neither did Lally choose to
investigate students’ attitudes towards using the L1 in comparison to the L2 in
prewriting discussions, to see whether there might be preferences for one over the other
even though no quality difference was found. In a somewhat similar investigation, a
recent study conducted by Xianwei (2009) examined the effects of prewriting
discussions in different languages on the language quality of argumentative
compositions among 24 freshman Chinese students majoring in English. Participants in
the study were divided into four different groups (prewriting discussion in English,
prewriting discussion in Chinese, prewriting discussion in English and Chinese, and
brainstorming individually before starting to write). Although the study examined L1
versus L2 use in prewriting discussions, its findings showed that there was no
statistically significant difference between any of the four groups. Like Lally, Xianweli
did not choose to look at students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in different
languages. Therefore, the current study aims at investigating both whether prewriting
discussion in L1 or L2 is more effective in EFL writing as well as students’ attitudes

towards prewriting discussions in L1 and L2.

Statement of the Problem

Several research studies have been conducted on the effects of prewriting

discussion on students’ compositions. These studies (Meyer, 1980; Kennedy, 1983;



Sweigart, 1991; Shi, 1998; Lally, 2000; Xianwei, 2009) claim that students write better
after discussing a topic. Looking at writing from another perspective, using the first
language can be sometimes useful in the process of second language writing. Several
studies have documented improvement in the quality of students’ writing using this
strategy (e.g. Lay, 1982; Edelsky, 1986; Cumming, 1989; Friedlander, 1990; Akyel,
1994; Lally, 2000; Woodall, 2002; Wang & Wen, 2002; Wang, L. 2003; Li, 2008; Stapa
& Abdul Majid, 2009; Weijen et al., 2009; Xianwei, 2009; and Yanqun, 2009).
However, studies that have investigated L1 use in comparison to L2 use in prewriting
discussions are very few. For example, researchers like Lally (2000) and Xianwei (2009)
investigated the influence of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussion on students’ writing.
Neither found significant effects of prewriting discussions in L1 and L2 on students’

compositions, and neither investigated students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions

in L1 and L2.

In the English Language Department at Koya University, writing tasks are
carried out individually. In other words, in the writing classes, teachers give students a
topic and ask them to write a paragraph or an essay about it without any prewriting
activities such as prewriting discussions with peers or teacher-led class discussions.
Students often face problems in writing classes, such as having difficulty finding and
developing proper ideas about the topic, or knowing how and what to write. Perhaps as a
result of having no prewriting discussions in which to generate and develop their ideas,
students may not pay adequate attention to the content and organization of ideas in their

writing, which may lead them to write poorer quality texts. Thus, this study intends to



investigate the effects of L1 and L2 use in prewriting class discussions before writing in
L2, and to what extent these two approaches help students develop their ideas and
produce better quality compositions. In addition, this study explores students’ attitudes

towards prewriting discussion in L1 and L2.

Research Questions

This study addresses the following research questions:

1. What are the differences in students’ L2 writing after being exposed to the
conditions of prewriting discussions in the L1 and prewriting discussions in the

L2?

2. What are students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in general and

towards prewriting discussions in L1/L2 in particular?

Significance of the Study

Since prewriting discussions have been shown to play a key role in the process of
writing and help produce better writing quality, in the last few decades many studies
have investigated empirically its effects on students’ writing both in their native
languages and in a second language, particularly in an ESL context. Such studies are
rarer in the field of EFL writing, and the few that exist have not taken students’ attitudes
into question. Therefore, additional studies are necessary to investigate whether EFL
students can benefit more from discussions in their native or second language, and what

they feel about the whole idea of prewriting discussions and the use of their native



language or second language. Thus, the findings of this study may contribute to the
literature in evaluating the effects of prewriting discussions in both the L1 and L2, and

also revealing students’ perspectives.

Writing teachers in the English Language Department at Koya University do not
currently provide students with prewriting discussion activities during writing exercises
and examinations. This study may help teachers to recognize the potential value of using
different types of prewriting discussions in writing classes in order to help students
better understand the topic, and to help them generate more ideas related to the topic in
order to write better quality paragraphs and essays. In addition, the findings of this study
can be regarded as a proposal for curriculum developers at Koya University to

implement prewriting discussions in writing classes.

Conclusion

This chapter gave a short introduction to the issues relating to prewriting
activities in general and prewriting discussions with L1 and L2 use in particular. It also
presented the background of the study, the statement of the problem, the research
questions, and the significance of the study. The following chapter is a review of
previous studies on prewriting discussions in general and on the specific use of L1 and
L2 in prewriting discussions. It also provides a review of the literature on students’ and
teachers’ attitudes towards prewriting discussion and the use of L1 and L2 in this
technique. The third chapter is devoted to information about the study participants,

setting, data collection, and data collection procedures. In the fourth chapter, the results



of the study are presented. The fifth chapter presents a summary and discussion of the
findings, pedagogical implications, limitations of the study, and future research

suggestions.
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW

Introduction

Writing, like other language skills, has a key role in helping language learners to
learn a foreign language. Writing has been viewed as a support skill for many years and
used as a tool to strengthen the understanding of grammar and other skills of language
like reading. Writing is considered as a productive skill rather than a receptive skill. In
other words, students produce writing gives information (like speaking) rather than
getting information as in listening and reading skills. Although it is an important skill
among language skills, writing has been deemphasized in language learning programs
for many years. Fortunately, more recently it has become one of the important parts of
every curriculum and language courses, taught either as a single skill or frequently
integrated with reading. Researchers believe that by writing, the gap between the
knowledge someone already has and the new knowledge that she or he encounters, can
be bridged. As Akmenek (2000) pointed out, writing gives people the ability to make a
link between old and new information, and provides writers with the opportunity to learn
how to judge and think over the information already available to them, and the new
information they encounter by finding similarities and differences between them (old
and new information). From her point of view, by writing, someone can understand their
way of thinking about the world. Thus, writing can cause a better understanding of our

views and of others’ as well.
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Writing has also become the focus of research in the fields of language teaching,
linguistics, and second language acquisition. In the last few decades, a series of studies
on a range of topics related to writing has been conducted by various researchers. These
have included investigations of writing theory, practice, and approaches to writing, and
the teaching and learning of writing in various language learning programs and settings.
Some researchers consider writing as a challenging and difficult skill for L2 learners,
and even for most of the native speakers of a language. Bereiter and Scardamalia (1983,
cited in Derakhshan, 1996) claim that “writing a long essay is probably the most
constructive act that most human beings are ever expected to perform” (p. 4). Writing is
also considered as one of the important skills that plays an important role in language
learning and comprehension: “Sometimes learning to write is regarded as the acquiring
of skills on which other, later, and probably more important skills can be built and
without which further education may be largely impossible” (Freedman et al., 1983 cited
in Derakhshan 1996, p. 9). All of these factors mean that there are many challenges in
writing classes, especially in EFL contexts. Fortunately, it has been suggested that
writing difficulties can be solved if instruction in writing courses focuses on the process
of writing rather than just focusing on the finished piece of writing. Stapa and Abdul
Majid (2009) write that “the fear of writing may be caused by the Product Approach that
emphasizes the product alone and not on the processes of writing. The application of the
Process Approach is recommended because it presents solutions to writing problems” (p.

41).
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Process and Product Approaches to Writing

For many years, writing instruction has placed focus primarily on the writing
product — a finished draft of writing. Writing teachers gave students a topic and asked
them to write a paragraph or an essay without giving them any time and guidance to
think about the topic, to generate ideas, or to develop their ideas in an organized way
while composing. Then the teacher waited for the finished piece of writing. In recent
decades, however, the attention of most curriculum designers and program developers
has shifted to the process approach of writing. In other words, the focus has changed to
“invention — the creation of a piece of prose from notes to draft, and editing — the
polishing and revision of a piece of writing” (Yoshida, 1983, p. 19). Thus the “Product
Approach to Writing” is defined as a traditional approach, in which students are
encouraged to mimic a model text, which is usually presented and analyzed at an early
stage (Steele, 2004). Conversely, the “Process Approach to Writing” is defined by its
practice, namely focusing more on the varied classroom activities which promote the
development of language use such as brainstorming, group discussion, and re-writing
(Steele, 2004). Furthermore, a Process Approach to Writing has been regarded as a
positive means of writing instruction that provides students with ample opportunity to
work interactively with their teachers and peers, and develop writing in a meaningful
way. As Grabe and Kaplan (1996) state, “the process approach is frequently discussed as
a wholly positive innovation allowing teachers and students more meaningful interaction
and more purposeful writing” (p. 87). Mingming (2005) divides writing process into

three stages: prewriting, drafting, and rewriting.
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Prewriting Phase

Prewriting is the beginning phase of the writing process. According to Mingming
(2005) “[prewriting] helps writers recall ideas, relate old and new information, assess
what the reader expects of them, and generally explore the problem from many angles”
(p. 46). In other words, the prewriting stage enables students to communicate with the
writing topic, and encourages them to find, generate, organize, and develop ideas in
order to use them in their compositions. In addition, prewriting guides students in the
early stages of the writing process to learn how to understand a topic, and assist them to
generate, organize, and develop proper ideas through practicing. Furthermore, according
to LaRoche (1993) prewriting facilitates both the process and the product of writing.
Students frequently approach writing tasks with confusion and frustration; they may feel
they have nothing to offer on the topic. To illustrate, student writers, especially in EFL
contexts, often face problems in writing classes, such as having difficulty starting
writing, generating ideas, organizing them, and developing the generated ideas on the

paper. This may be because of having little information about the topic.

Within this phase of writing, however, a number of activities are often used that
can help students generate their ideas and develop their thoughts by exchanging their
ideas and commenting on each others’ ideas, or even support the generated ideas so as to
allow students to start writing without feeling frustration and confusion. This phase
includes such activities as those described by McGlainn and McGlainn (1990):
“brainstorming, freewriting, branching, discussing, and asking questions that allow

students to try various approaches to a topic without the interference of critical
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judgment” (pp. 2-3). Go (1994), in a study focused on prewriting activities in writing
classes, explained that prewriting activities help students to acquire the target language
more effectively, interact with others, think about a topic, and plan ideas in order to use
in related fields. Further, Go (1994) claimed that “prewriting is more than just a
gimmick, as cynics claim, but a structured design to energize student participation in
thinking, talking, group interaction, and skeletal writing such as building the
components of a writing task” (p. 2). LaRoche (1993), who also investigated the effects
of prewriting activities on writing, claimed that “when faced with a writing assignment,
students often experience writer’s block™ (p. 7). Since “writer’s block” may occur
because of lack of knowledge about the topic-area, LaRoche suggests that by providing
students with various skills or prewriting strategies in the prewriting sessions, students

can overcome the obstacles they come across in writing activities.

In a study conducted by Zhang and Vukelich (1998), the researchers examined
the effects of prewriting activities on the quality of writing among students of different
genders and varying academic achievements. Participants were from four different
levels, and were divided into two groups, one which was exposed to prewriting
activities, and another which wrote assignments without prewriting activities groups.
Students’ compositions were analyzed holistically, as well as assessing five specific
aspects of writing: sentence formation, mechanics, word usage, development, and
organization. On average, students from the prewriting activities group performed better
than those who were not. However, in grade 9, students who had no prewriting activities

earned higher scores. The study also discovered that students’ gender, academic
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achievement level, and their interactions had strong influences on the effectiveness of
prewriting; for instance, female students consistently scored higher than males. The
researchers maintained that giving students the opportunity to collect topic related
information through prewriting techniques for organizing ideas into a draft has positive

effects on students’ writing performance.

In a somewhat similar study but with different students, Schweiker-Marra and
Marra (2000) investigated the role of prewriting activities in at-risk elementary students
with poor writing skills, especially in improving their writing ability and reducing their
writing anxiety. They found that writing anxiety was lowered for the experimental
students, and concluded that writing anxiety can be decreased by using prewriting

activities in writing classes.

In conclusion, prewriting activities encourage students to think about a topic,
plan their text, have discussions to generate ideas, and develop those ideas to produce a
well-organized written text. In prewriting activities, especially prewriting discussions,
students have the opportunity to discover ideas through asking their peers, the whole
class, or the teacher. Such interaction can help them generate new ideas and remember

prior knowledge, and also help develop those generated ideas on paper.

Prewriting Discussion

Prewriting discussion is one of the prewriting techniques that leads students to
discuss a specified topic, express and share their ideas on the topic, either in a whole-

class context or in small groups. Prewriting discussion helps to invoke new thoughts
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among students. McGlainn and McGlainn (1990) state that prewriting discussions can
help writers see the quality and quantity of the materials, and can help them to ask
questions that will prompt thinking and develop ideas. During these prewriting
discussions, students can share ideas and generate more ideas related to the given topic.
Moreover, during discussions, students can talk about their ideas and by doing this, help
others think more and generate their own ideas. Thus, it helps everyone write better

texts.

Prewriting discussion can also help student writers familiarize themselves with
the topic to be written about and activate their prior knowledge about the content.
McGlainn and McGlainn (1990) write that the more writers know about the topic, the
better they are prepared to write. Prewriting discussion can help students become more
familiar with the given topic, by expressing ideas, exchanging ideas, and connecting
previous knowledge to the newly generated ideas while discussing a topic. Thus,
students can use better ideas in their compositions. As Lachman et al. cited in Akmenek
(2000) states, “stimulating students to think over a topic can be helpful for them to build

that system of relationships, which may lead to thoughtful writing” (p. 13).

Furthermore, several studies have looked at the effects of prewriting discussions
on the quality of students’ writing. Many of the studies that investigated the effects of
prewriting discussion (Kennedy, 1983; Meyer, 1980; Sweigart, 1991; Shi, 1998) have
suggested that students produce better written drafts after talking about the topic. The
studies that investigated prewriting discussion looked at a variety of different kinds of

prewriting discussions, including small groups, peer talk, and whole class discussion.
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They investigated prewriting discussions in comparison to no prewriting discussion as
well. For example, Bossio (1993 cited in Shi, 1998) conducted a study in an ESL context
to investigate the effects of discussions on writing. He found that prewriting discussions
help students produce better texts than when writing without having prewriting

discussions.

Sweigart (1991) looked at the question from the perspective of what kinds of
prewriting discussions were more effective. He conducted a study with 58 college-
preparatory twelfth-grade students and an English teacher to see whether student-led
small group discussion were more effective than participation in whole-class discussions
or a lecture by the teacher. Sweigart’s findings showed that small-group discussion “peer
group talk’ was significantly helpful for students to improve their knowledge before
starting to write. In addition, attitude measures revealed that participants preferred
talking before writing, because this kind of technique allowed them to talk when

developing their understanding of complex ideas.

Another study, conducted by Shi (1998), examined whether peer talk and
teacher-led prewriting discussions conditions affected the quality of students’ writing, by
comparing them to essays written by students not having discussions before writing. The
participants were forty-seven adult ESL students from three pre-university writing
classes. Each student wrote three opinion essays under the three conditions prior to
writing. Shi found that there were no statistically significant differences in the written
products in the three conditions. In addition, participants with no prewriting discussion

wrote drafts that were longer but lower in quality. Participants produced written texts
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with more various verbs after peer talk, and shorter drafts in the teacher-led discussion.
Shi noted that teachers can help to facilitate students’ “conceptualiz[ing of] their ideas”.
Shi concluded that although talking before writing might not immediately influence
students’ writing scores, it can eventually affect students writing in terms of the length
of essays and use of vocabulary. However, this study was conducted in an ESL context,
and it cannot be assumed that the results of this study can be extended to EFL students.
In addition, the three prewriting types were done by different teachers alternatively

instead of the same teacher.

Another group of studies examined the differences between prewriting
discussion and various other types of prewriting instructional techniques. Meyers (1980)
investigated whether prewriting discussions had a more positive effect on students
writing performance than conventional methods of instruction. The participants were
freshman composition students at a community college in Maryland. Four classes
totaling 58 students were randomly divided into an experimental and a control group.
The experimental group used the talk-write method; the students in pair would talk over
their writing plans, while the control group was been instructed in grammar,
punctuation, and outlining. Students wrote narrative, descriptive, expository, and
argumentative essays, and their essays were rated according to the areas of general
merit, mechanics, and total evaluation. The results revealed significant differences
favoring the experimental group, especially in the area of general merit. A limitation of
the study however, was that the written tasks were not finished in class; students were

allowed to complete their essays at home, which might have influenced students’ essays
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in terms of length, quality, and organization. In addition, the study was conducted in an
L1 context with students writing in their native language, not with L2 students, making
it difficult to generalize for all language writers. Also the study looked at the effect of
these prewriting techniques on four different types of discourse (expository,
argumentative, descriptive, and narrative), meaning that the tasks were quite different,

and therefore valid comparison is difficult.

Another study by Kennedy (1983) examined the effectiveness of prewriting
discussion on students’ writing. The participants were one hundred college remedial
writing students, divided into experimental (speak/write) and control (write only)
groups. Students from both groups watched a film, and then participants from the
experimental group were interviewed individually on the subject of the film. After
interviewing they were asked to write an essay in 30 minutes about a general topic
generated by the film they watched. On the other hand, participants from control group
were asked to write a 30-minute essay without any prior conversation. Students’
compositions were evaluated for quantifiable variables (words, T-units, subordinate
clauses, and propositions) and were also rated holistically. The results of the study
revealed that the speak/write technique improved the writing of the experimental
subjects. According to Kennedy, not only did their fluency in the use of some
quantifiable variables prove to be greater than that of the control group, but their essays
were holistically judged as qualitatively better in terms of sophistication and number of
ideas expressed, developed, and organized. In addition, the researcher discovered that

the speaking they did before writing helped to stimulate their thinking and facilitate their
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organization. Thus, the results of this study are significant evidence to support the
effectiveness of prewriting discussion on idea generation, development, and on the

overall quality of students’ writing.

To conclude, these studies have all suggested that prewriting discussion affects
students’ writing in a positive way. Some researchers claim that the time allocated to
prewriting may affect students writing. Others believe that peer discussion is more
effective than teacher-led class discussion. In brief, however, all the studies mentioned

above found that prewriting discussions affect students writing quality positively.

The Issue of Language in the Process of Writing

Language teachers and researchers have been arguing for many years about
whether to allow the use of the first language in second language instruction or not.
Although some early researchers criticized it because of the risk of “L1 interference”
(Arapoff, 1967; Lado, 1979, Rivers, 1981 cited in Akyel 1994), in the last two or three
decades, many studies (e.g. Akyel, 1994; Akyel and Kamisli, 1996; Cumming, 1989;
Edelsky, 1986; Friedlander, 1990; Lally, 2000; Lay, 1982; Li, 2008; Stapa & Abdul
Majid, 2009; Wang & Wen, 2002; Wang, L. 2003; Weijen et al., 2008; Weijen et al.,
2009; Wolfersberger, 2003; Woodall, 2002; Xianwei, 2009; Yanqun, 2009) have been
conducted on L1 use in the process of L2 writing, and have suggested that L1 writing

may have important and potentially positive effects on L2 writing.

Various studies investigating the use of L1 in the process of L2 composing have

done this for different purposes and had various aims. Firstly, some studies centered
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their attention on the question of transfer from L1 to L2 in writing (Edelsky, 1982;
Friedlander, 1990; Wolfersberger, 2003). Edelsky (1986) examined the development of
writing of 27 English/Spanish bilingual students. He concluded that L1 knowledge and
writing skills transfer to L2 writing, especially knowledge of spelling and manipulation
of style. Friedlander’s (1990) findings support the L1 knowledge transfer into L2
writing. In his study, Friedlander examined the hypothesis that ESL writers would be
able to plan more effectively and write better texts as they plan in the language related to
the acquisition of topic-area knowledge. The participants were 28 ESL native speakers
of Chinese at Carnegie Mellon University. As they responded to two letters, they
planned for one in Chinese and for the other in English prior to writing in English. To
develop plans, participants were taught to generate ideas on the given topic and organize
the generated ideas for their essays. The results indicated that students produced better
content when they used the language (Chinese or English) that they associated with the
topic knowledge during the planning process. Friedlander believes that paying attention
to the relationship between the language used and the topic can enhance students’
writing ability, and help produce better texts. In addition, Wolfersberger (2003)
examined L1 and L2 use in the composing process and the writing strategies of three
lower-level Japanese students. The study’s findings support the idea that L1 strategies
transfer to the L2 composing process. Akyel and Kamisli (1996) went further to say that
the process of transfer is bi-directional and interactive, because what students gained in

L2 writing strategies was also transferred back to their L1 writing strategies.



22

Another group of studies investigated L1 use in L2 writing planning as a
prewriting activity. They claim that L1 use in L2 writing planning affects students’
writing positively. Lay (1982) investigated the writing process and compositions of six
Chinese ESL students. She found that when more native language switches occurred,
students wrote better texts in terms of ideas, organization, and details. Lay (1982 cited in
Yanqun, 2009) observed that L2 writers use L1 to “get a strong impression and
association of ideas for essays and produce essays of better quality in terms of ideas,
organization, and details” (p. 3). Moreover, Cumming (1989) investigated L1 and L2 use
in planning content and generating ideas by looking at 23 adult expert and inexpert
writers. The findings indicated that L1 use in planning writing is an effective strategy.
Cumming concluded that L1 expertise has a great influence on the quality of L2 writing.
In one study conducted in an EFL context, Akyel (1994) investigated the effects of
planning in English and Turkish before writing in English on students’ writing scores
and writing performance. The participants were seventy-eight Turkish university
intermediate and advanced levels students, who were assigned to write three
compositions on three different topics: a Turkish culture-specific topic, a topic related to
American/British culture, and a more general topic. The findings showed that on the
three assigned topics the advanced students’ planning quality was not significantly
different using both L1 and L2, while the language used for the plan by intermediate
students had obvious influence on the plans written by them, especially on the Turkish

and American/British culture-specific topics.
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In another study, Akyel and Kamisli (1996) investigated the effects of L2 writing
instruction on L1 and L2 writing processes of eight Turkish EFL freshman student
writers. The study also investigated whether L2 writing instruction affects students’
attitudes towards writing in English and in Turkish. Findings indicated that there were
more similarities than differences between the students’ L1 and L2 writing processes. In
addition, the researchers discovered that the kind of writing instruction that students
were exposed to helped them to improve their English and Turkish writing strategies.
From students’ responses, the researchers discovered that students had positive attitudes
towards writing instruction in English, and also all students had positive attitudes toward

writing both in English and Turkish after this writing instruction.

Although they had some different aims, several studies (Wang and Wen, 2002;
Weijen et al., 2008; Li, 2008; Stapa and Abdul Majid, 2009) attempted to investigate L1
use in different activities before writing, including L1 use in process-controlling, idea-
generating, and idea organization activities. Wang and Wen (2002) conducted a study
with 16 EFL Chinese students in order to know how much L1 is used in the L2 writing
process, how L1 use varies with the students’ L2 proficiency, the interaction between
writing tasks and the students’ level of proficiency, and to what extent L1 use varies
with the writing task. The findings showed that L1 involvement was more prevalent in
process-controlling, idea-generating, and idea-organizing activities rather than in text-
generating activities. They also found that L1 use varied among different tasks, for
instance, L1 is used more in narrative writing tasks than in argumentative tasks.

Unsurprisingly, Wang and Wen found that students with high levels of proficiency
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tended to depend less on the L1 than the lower-level students did. Recently van Weijen
et al (2008) focused their study on planning, generating ideas, and formulating. They
examined whether the quality of written texts changes when a writer writes in L2 instead
of in L1. Participants wrote four argumentative essays in L1 (Dutch) and four in L2
(English). The prewriting activities included reading the assignment, planning,
generating ideas, and formulating ideas. Their findings showed that the relations
between the activities and the quality of texts varied far less between tasks in L2 than in

L1.

Moreover, in another study conducted to see the effects of L1 use in L2 writing,
Li (2008) examined the relationship between L1 use and L2 proficiency of six non-
English major students from Linyi Normal University who studied English for nine
years each. The findings showed that the higher proficiency students employed longer
utterances in Chinese than the lower proficiency group. In addition, the study’s results
indicated that students used L1 in the process of L2 writing because of the restraints of
inadequate L2 proficiency, their experience with L1 thinking, and lack of L2 writing
practice. Li, unlike previous studies, suggested that “the amount of L1 use was not
reduced when the participants’ L2 proficiency developed’ (p. 27). In other research that
focused on L1 use in generating and developing ideas, Stapa and Abdul Majid (2009)
recently conducted an experimental study to investigate the effectiveness of L1 use in
generating and developing ideas for L2 writing among low proficiency ESL learners. In
an experimental group students generated ideas in Bahasa Melayu (their first language)

prior to writing in English. A control group generated ideas in English (L2) preceding
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writing in English. The results indicate that students from the experimental group who
used their first language in generating ideas before writing in English (L2) generated
qualitatively better ideas as opposed to the students from the control group. The findings
also suggested that the use of L1 in generating ideas among lower-level students helped
them generate more ideas, and also produce better quality essays in terms of overall

score, content, language use, organization, vocabulary, and mechanics.

Another group of studies (Woodall, 2002 and Wang, 2003) investigated L1 and
L2 switching during writing in L2.Woodall (2002) observed how the amount of L1 use
while writing in the L2 is affected by students’ L2 proficiency, the difficulty of the task,
and the language groups to which the languages belong. The participants were 28 adults
(9 L2 Japanese, 11 L2 English, and 8 L2 Spanish). The findings showed that less
proficient L2 learners tended more often to switch to their L1 than advanced students.
Interestingly, Wang’s (2003) findings do not support Woodall’s findings that lower-level
learners try more to switch to their L1 during L2 writing. Wang (2003) examined how
switching between languages is related to L2 proficiency and how switching to the L1
helps students with different L2 proficiency levels in the process of writing. The
findings revealed that the frequency of language-switching was common to high- and
low-proficient student writers. In addition, Wang discovered that the high-proficient
participants switched to their L1 more frequently than the low-proficient participants did

while composing the two writing tasks.

In a recently conducted study van Weijen et al. (2009) explored the amount of L1

use during L2 writing and its relation to writing proficiency, and L2 proficiency. van
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Weijen et al. (2009) in their study examined to what extent student writers used L1
while writing in L2. In addition, they examined the effects of L1 use on text quality and
the extent to which this was influenced by the learner’s general writing proficiency and
L2 proficiency. The participants were twenty Dutch students, who were assigned to
write four short argumentative essays in their L1 and four in their L2 (English). They
found that L2 proficiency has a direct affect on L2 text quality, and general writing
proficiency reduces L1 use during second language writing and also positively affects

the use of L2 during second language writing.

Attempts have also been made to compare the effects of L1 with L2 in prewriting
discussions. Lally (2000) conducted a study with 12 undergraduate native English
speaking French majors at the University of Nebraska. Participants were divided into
two groups, with each group provided with the same photograph. As a prewriting
activity, one group of participants was asked to collectively and orally brainstorm for
their writing — based on the given photograph — in English (their L1). The other group
was assigned to do the same but in French (their L2). The participants had 30 minutes to
discuss the photographs in a group so as to generate ideas for their composition and they
were given the final 20 minutes of the class period to begin their writing. They had three
additional days to complete the final one-page typed compositions at home. Students did
the same task ten times. The findings revealed that students’ compositions were not
notably different in terms of vocabulary. Notable differences did occur, however, in
organization and global impression scores between L1 and L2 use in prewriting

activities. The average score was 4.08 for organization and 4.12 for global impression
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after L1 prewriting activities, and the average score was 3.28 for organization and 3.5
for global impression after L2 prewriting activities. Lally (2000) maintained that L1 use
during prewriting activities helped students retrieve background information, and
supported Friedlander’s idea that prewriting discussions in L1 “[serve] to assist and
benefit information retrieval” (Friedlander, 1990, p. 118) by freeing students from
linguistic constraints and allowing them to generate more detailed ideas and plans. It
should be noted however, that the study results could have been affected by individual
differences, as just six students discussed and wrote in French, and another six students
discussed and wrote in English. Moreover, the writing tasks were not done in one time
slot and students were allowed to take their papers and complete them at home. These

factors may have led to the failure to find any statistically significant differences.

In a recent study, Xianwei (2009) investigated how prewriting discussions in
different languages affects the language quality of argumentative compositions among
English language majors in China. Twenty four students were divided into four groups
(prewriting discussion in English, prewriting discussion in Chinese, prewriting
discussion in English and Chinese, and brainstorming individually before starting to
write). The findings indicated that there was no statistically significant difference
between any two of the four participant groups, but students who discussed in English
performed somewhat better than students from the other groups, especially in making
fewer errors in their compositions. Xianwei concluded that the language use did not

obviously influence students’ writing.
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Most of the studies reviewed above claim that L1 use in the L2 composing
process has positive effects on L2 writing, although they centered their attention on
different activities and strategies in the writing process. On the other hand, some studies,
particularly earlier ones (Chelela, 1982; Gaskill, 1987; Hall, 1990 cited in Akyel and
Kmisili, 1996, p.3) found contradictory results, and rejected L1 use in L2 writing
process. In general, the question of language use in the prewriting discussions clearly

has not been fully settled.

Student Attitude toward Prewriting Discussions in general and the Use of L1 and L2 in
Prewriting Discussions
While the problems of student writers are often mentioned, it is also important to
note that for students, a lack of successful experiences in writing may result in negative
attitudes, and these negative attitudes of students, according to LaRoche (1993) can be

connected to the writing instruction and the process used.

The issue of student and/or teacher attitudes has been investigated in the research
of linguistics, language teaching/learning and second language acquisition. However,
research on student attitudes towards prewriting discussions and L1 use in comparison to
L2 use in second language writing process are limited. Research studies that have
investigated students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussion are even more limited. In
the last few decades some studies investigated students’ attitudes towards prewriting
discussion (Sweigart, 1991), prewriting activities (LaRoche, 1993), and L1 versus L2
use in planning for writing (Akyel, 1994). Sweigart (1991) explored students’ attitudes

towards prewriting discussion. Students’ responses revealed that they preferred
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prewriting discussions prior to writing rather than no discussion, because talking before
writing allowed them to express ideas while developing their understanding of complex
ideas. Another study, Akyel (1994), investigated students’ attitudes towards prewriting
planning in students’ L1 and L2. Akyel found that most higher-proficiency students
believed that planning in L2 (English) was more helpful than planning in L1 (Turkish),
while the tendency for planning in English among some lower proficiency students’ was

not very strong.

However, since most of the previous studies have not been conducted in EFL
contexts, it cannot be assumed that results in first or second language contexts can be

extended to EFL learners.

In conclusion, the research suggests that there are important advantages for
providing support for students as they engage in the process of writing, since when
students are simply given a topic and assigned to write a composition, they often get
confused. In order to handle this problem, teachers can give students a topic and give
them time to think about it, ask students some questions, and have them discuss the topic

with classmates before starting to write.

The following chapter will present the basic methodology of the current study,
including the participants, the instruments used, and the data collection and analysis

procedures.
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CHAPTER Ill: METHODOLOGY

Introduction

This study investigated the effects of prewriting class discussions in L1
(Kurdish) in comparison to prewriting class discussions in L2 (English) before writing in
L2 (English). In addition, this study explored students’ attitudes towards prewriting
discussions in general and using L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions in particular. This
was both a quantitative and a qualitative study. In the study, participants wrote four short
argumentative essays under two different conditions (prewriting discussion in L1 and
prewriting discussion in L2) before they wrote in L2. The current study is a further
investigation of various previous studies (Lally, 2000; Shi, 1998; Xianwei, 2009). Shi
(1998) examined the role of prewriting discussion in comparison to no discussion, and
Lally (2000) investigated the influences of L1 in L2 composition considering the effects
of prewriting discussion and planning. The present study is perhaps most closely based
on Xianwei’s (2009) study, which investigated the effects of prewriting discussion in
different languages in comparison to no prewriting discussion on the language quality of
students’ argumentative writing. This study had a slightly different focus, namely,
investigating the role of prewriting discussion using L1 in comparison to L2 before
writing in the L2, and exploring the participants’ attitudes towards prewriting

discussions in general and the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions in particular.
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Participants and Setting

The participants in this study were 30 Kurdish native speaker sophomore
students (12 males and 18 females) in the English Language Department of Koya
University. Before entering university, the participants had already studied English for
almost eight years, for an average of six or more hours of class per week. After taking
the national university entrance exam, they were allowed to enter the English department
because they had received scores of between 75 to 80% in all the lectures they had
already taken in high school. In addition, the participants had been studying composition
for more than one and a half years when they participated in this study. The study took
place during their 4™ semester at university, when all the participants were enrolled in a

single composition class.

Instruments

Instruments in the study were the participants’ written essays, a short
questionnaire (see Appendix A), and interviews with four chosen students. The
interviews included some questions about the participants’ attitudes towards prewriting
discussions in L1 and L2. The interviews were in Kurdish language, and they were tape-
recorded, transcribed, and then translated into English. The interviews with students
were conducted to allow them to elaborate on their opinions about L1 and L2 use in

prewriting discussions.
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Procedures

In this study, the students were asked to write four short argumentative essays,
following the conditions of either having prewriting discussions in L1 or prewriting
discussions in L2. The study was carried out over four weeks in January and February
2010. The pattern of the procedure was as follows: the students in the first week wrote
an essay after having a prewriting discussion in their L1 (Kurdish), in the second week
they were assigned to write their essay after having a prewriting discussion in L2
(English). For the third week they again did as they did in the second week (L2
discussion), and the last week was the same as the first week (L1 discussion). Details of

the pattern of the procedure are provided below in Table 1:

Table 1- The pattern of the procedure

Week Language of Prewriting Discussion
Week 1 Prewriting discussion in L1
Week 2 Prewriting discussion in L2
Week 3 Prewriting discussion in L2
Week 4 Prewriting discussion in L1

I chose this pattern over the four consecutive weeks in order to prevent having
the results skewed by a practice effect. If the first two weeks had followed, for example,
L1 discussions, and the second two weeks L2 discussions, a significant improvement in
writing after L2 discussions might have been the effect not of the language but of just

better writing in weeks 3 and 4.
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Regarding the topics that students were given to write about, | chose some
general topics of probable interest to the students and sent them to my supervisor. She
reworded some of them and identified the most appropriate ones from which to choose.
After that I gave the topics to the writing teacher and together we selected the best four
that were current and reflected the students’ lives. Even though we could not control for
differences among the topics, by choosing those which were related to the students’
personal lives, as opposed to; for example, academic topics, we tried to minimize any
possible effect of topics on the resulting written texts produced. The topics can be seen

in Appendix B.

The total time that could be devoted to essay writing in a single class was 60
minutes. This time slot is the regular time period for classes in the English Language
Department at Koya University, and it is the time period that normally students are given
in essay writing. In addition, previous studies (Bossio, 1993; Shi, 1998) used the same
time slot because it was also the normal class time at the universities where they
conducted their studies. Moreover, according to Shi (1998), by using the same time
period in all the writing tasks ensures the validity of comparisons among them as well as

among different study results.

In each session (prewriting class discussion in L1 and L2) the participants had 15
to 20 minutes to discuss the topic in the class with the teacher and classmates. While
discussing the topic, students expressed their ideas and talked about each others’ ideas.
At the same time the teacher facilitated their argument and made a list of the generated

ideas on the whiteboard so that students could remember what they had discussed. The
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teacher’s notes on the board were made in the language being used for that particular
discussion, either Kurdish or English. The participants wrote their essay in 40 to 45
minutes. The participants’ written texts were rated by two different raters: the classroom
teacher and the researcher. In order to check the inter-rater reliability and ensure the
validity of the rating, a third rater was assigned without having detailed information on
whether the texts were written following prewriting discussions in L1 or L2. A
comparison of the three raters’ scores was made, and they were found to not be

statistically different.

| created a simple questionnaire for all the students to complete at the end of the
four week period, in order to learn their feelings about prewriting discussions using L1
and L2 prior to writing in L2. | wrote the entire questions in my words. The questions
were written in English. The questionnaire was distributed to the participants on March
4™ Then the participants completed the questionnaire and returned the papers the same

day.

After rating the participants’ written texts and averaging their scores, I chose four
students (the two with the highest scores and the two with the lowest scores) to be
interviewed for further information about how they felt about prewriting discussions in
L1 and L2. Even though the students were in fact at the same proficiency level, the idea
of choosing two students with the highest scores and two with the lowest scores was to
get the greatest diversity among their perceptions. Details about the interviewees are

provided below in Table 2.
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Table 2 - Information about the interviewees

High scorers Low scorers
Karzan — male — 22 Shallaw — male — 20
Arkan — male — 19 Kani — female — 19

The four chosen participants were interviewed by the researcher in their first
language in order to explore further their attitudes towards prewriting discussions in L1
and L2. The aim was to get at their deeper thoughts and attitudes about prewriting

discussions in L1 and L2.

Data Analysis Procedure

After collecting the first set of data, which are students’ written texts after being
exposed to prewriting discussions using L1 or L2, | looked at the overall quality, namely
organization, content, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics of the four essays written
over four weeks. To grade the students’ essays, Cohen’s (1994) analytic scoring scale
(see Appendix C) was used. Three raters (the researcher himself, a teacher from the
English Department at Koya University, and a teacher from the English Department at
Sulaimani University), graded the students’ papers. Although the researcher and the
participant teacher knew which essays were done after L1 prewriting discussions and
which were done after L2 prewriting discussions, the third rater did this grading without
having information on the process. The raters were instructed on how to grade students’

papers.
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Using Cohen’s rubric they then graded the essays independently. To test inter-
rater reliability, the first thing | needed to do was to make sure that raters gave more or
less similar scores to the students on the students’ essays. I ran a correlation on the
grades given for each of the four texts to see whether there was a significant relationship
between scores given by the three raters in order to calculate inter-rater reliability. |
selected the variable corresponding to the text from week 1 for raters 1, 2 and 3, and ran
the correlation. Then | did the same for the texts from weeks 2, 3, and 4. | ended up with
four correlation scores (i.e. one for each week’s text). For all of these tests the Statistical
Packages for Social Sciences (SPSS) version 11.5 were used. All of the correlation tests
revealed that the three raters’ scores were significantly correlated (details of this are

reported in chapter 4).

After running the correlation for reliability analysis, the three grades given by the
three raters for each essay of each week were averaged, resulting in four mean scores for
the four texts. In SPSS, these new variables were labeled as follows, the first new
variable was a combined score for text 1, and was labeled “L1 (1)”, the second new
variable was a combined score for text 2, and was labeled “L2 (1)”, the third for text 3
was labeled “L2 (2)”, and the fourth for text 4 was labeled “L1 (2)”. In other words, the
coding reflects the language of the prewriting discussion that preceded the text writing,
and also the order — whether it was first or second. The reason behind this order (L1, L2,
L2, L1) was to avoid a possible ‘practice effect’; meaning that with every week, the
students were just getting better at writing texts, and that it had nothing to do with L1/L.2

pre-writing discussions. To check whether there was such a ‘practice effect’, I compared
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students’ scores on the first L1 text with their scores on the second L1 text, and then I
did the same and compared their scores on the first L2 text with the second one. These
comparisons were made by running paired-samples t-tests on the sets of scores L1 (1)
with L1 (2), and L2 (1) with L2 (2).

Furthermore, to see whether there was a significant difference between the scores
for texts written after prewriting discussions in L1 and those written after prewriting
discussions in L2, | again used the combined new variables — L1 (1), L2 (1), L2 (2), and
L1 (2). | combined the mean scores of L1 (1) and L1 (2), and compared them to the
combined mean scores of L2 (1) and L2 (2) through a paired-samples t-test.

The second set of data was collected through a questionnaire, which was
analyzed quantitatively. This set of data sought information about students’ attitudes
towards prewriting discussions and language use in EFL writing through certain
questionnaire items, which were divided into three sections. For analysis purposes, the
questionnaire items were again separated into three main sections. The first section of
items includes nine questions, which focused on students’ positive feelings about and
attitudes towards prewriting discussions in general. The second section focuses on three
questions that investigate students’ negative feelings about and attitudes towards some
aspects of prewriting discussions. The third and final section of items includes L1 and
L2 use-related statements, and looks at eight questions that investigate students’ feelings
about and attitudes towards prewriting discussions in L1 and L2 by comparing the two
languages used in the study. The data from the questionnaire items were entered into
SPSS version 11.5. After entering the data, the percentages, means, and standard

deviations of the participants’ responses for each item were calculated.
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The third set of data was collected through semi-structured interviews with four
of the participants. These data were analyzed qualitatively. This set of data aimed to see
in-depth information about students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in L1 and
L2. In selecting the four interviewees, the mean score of students on the written texts
were calculated and the two students with the highest scores and the two with the lowest
scores were selected. The interviews were conducted in the students’ L1 (Kurdish). I
audio-recorded the interviews, transcribed them, and translated them into English (see
Appendices D and E for samples of transcripts in both Kurdish and English). I then
analyzed the interview transcripts qualitatively by looking at the common ideas that the
interviewees said about prewriting discussions in general and prewriting discussions in
the L1 and L2 in particular. The purpose of the interviews was to provide further

information about the participants’ responses to the questionnaire items.

Conclusion

This chapter presented information about the setting where the study was
conducted and the participants of the study. In addition, the procedures of data
collection, the instruments used in this study, and a brief summary of the data analysis
procedures were given. The next chapter is devoted to reporting on the analysis of the
collected data, namely the participants’ written essays, the questionnaire, and the semi-

structured interviews with the four chosen students.
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CHAPTER IV: DATA ANALYSIS

Introduction

The purpose of the study is to examine the effect of using L1 and L2 in
prewriting discussions on EFL students’ writing and their attitudes towards prewriting
discussions in general and language use in particular, through testing them, and asking
them questions through questionnaires and semi-structured interviews. This study
explored two research questions. The first question aims to see the possible effect of
using L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions on students’ writing, and the second question
investigates students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in general and the use of

L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions.

Data Analysis

The data analysis was based on the participants’ written essays, the
questionnaire, and the transcripts of semi-structured interviews with four participants.
For statistical analysis of the students’ essays and the questionnaire I used SPSS 11.5.
The results of the students’ essays were compared by running paired sample dependent
t-tests, in order to see whether there were significant differences in the quality of writing

after either L1 or L2 prewriting discussions.

The questionnaire was evaluated by using Likert scale, with answers ranging
from (1-- totally agree to 5-- totally disagree). To collect data in more detail from
students about their attitudes towards prewriting discussions using L1 and L2, | chose

four students (the two with the highest scores and the two with the lowest scores), and
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interviewed them. The interviews were in the students’ L1. I audio-recorded the
interviews, transcribed them, and translated them into English. In addition, I analyzed
the interview transcripts qualitatively by looking at the interviewees’ common ideas
about prewriting discussions in general and the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting
discussions in particular, in order to acquire more information about the participants’

responses to the questionnaire items.

Results of the Study

Writing Tests Results

The effects of L1 and L2 use on the students’ writing scores

To obtain the results, statistical analysis was conducted. To prepare the data for
this analysis, firstly, I had to see whether the raters’ scores for the essays could be
averaged and considered as single scores. The relation between the grades that raters
gave was investigated by running a correlation to check for inter-rater reliability. The
results are presented in Table 3.

Table 3- Correlations among the raters’ grades for all four essays

Essayl Readerl Essayl Reader2 Essayl Reader3

Essayl Readerl

Pearson Correlation 1 561(**) .679(**)

Sig. (2-tailed) . .001 .000
Essayl Reader2

Pearson Correlation 561(**) 1 AT4(%*)

Sig. (2-tailed) .001 : .008
Essayl Reader3

Pearson Correlation B679(**) AT4(**) 1

Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .008

Essay2 Readerl Essay2 Reader2 Essay2 Reader3
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Essay?2 Readerl
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Essay2 Reader2
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Essay2 Reader3
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

1 740(*%)
: .000
740(**) 1

.000 .
668(**) 596(**)
.000 001

668(**)
.000

596(**)
001

1

Essay3 Readerl Essay3 Reader2 Essay3 Reader3

Essay3 Readerl
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Essay3 Reader2
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Essay3 Reader3
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

1 584(**)
001

584(**) 1

.001 .

.680(**) 706(**)

.000 .000

680(**)
.000

706(**)
.000

1

Essay4 Readerl Essay4 Reader2 Essay4 Reader3

Essay4 Readerl
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Essay4 Reader2
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)
Essay4 Reader3
Pearson Correlation
Sig. (2-tailed)

1 615(**)
. .000
615(**) 1

.000 .
T46(**) 549(**)
.000 002

T46(**)
.000

549(**)
002

1

Note: Number of essays was 30 for all

In brief, the correlations among all the grades given by the three raters were

statistically significant and therefore we can say that the grades given by the three raters

were similar enough that we can count them together.

In the second step, to check for a practice effect, I compared students’ scores on

the first L1 text with their scores on the second L1 text, and then compared their scores

on the first L2 text with the second one. T-tests were run to see whether the differences

between them were significant. The results are presented in Table 4.
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Table 4- The means and Standard Deviation for L1 (1 and 2) and L2 (1 and 2)

Mean N SD Std. Error
Pairl  Essay 1 (L1) 13.33 30 2.78 508
Essay 4 (L1) 14.52 30 2.87 525
Pair2  Essay 2 (L2) 13.80 30 2.53 463
Essay 3 (L2) 14.42 30 2.78 .507

Note: N= Number of essays

On average, Table 4 shows that for the essays written after prewriting
discussions in L1, the participants received slightly higher scores on the fourth week
essays than on the first week essays. In addition, Table 4 reveals that on average, the
essays written after prewriting discussions in L2, participants received slightly higher
scores on the third week essays than on the second week ones. In fact, Table 4 also
shows that the means of the students’ grades went up slightly every week, regardless of
the languages used in prewriting discussion. In other words, the scores got better with
practice. This is a normal and expected improvement, and we would hope to see that the
students were improving overall. However, this is also why I arranged the procedure of
the study in this manner (L1-L2/L2-L1), rather than L1-L1/L2-L2 (or vice versa). In this
way, if the results show a significant difference between the scores of essays written
after discussions in one language over the other, I can attribute it to the language of
discussions not to the practice effect.

Having done all those preliminary tests to make sure the data could be tested, |
checked the effectiveness of using L1 and L2 on the students’ writing score and writing

quality and I compared the students’ scores on the combined L1 scores with their
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combined L2 scores. A paired samples t-test was run to see whether the differences
between them were significant. The results are presented in Table 5.

Table 5- Differences between texts written after L1 and L2 prewriting discussions

Mean N SD Std. Error
Combined L1 13.92 30 2.55 .465
(Kurdish) scores
Combined L2 14.11 30 2.49 .455

(English) scores

Note: N= Number of essays

On average, the participants obtained slightly higher scores on texts written after
L2 discussions (M= 14.11, SE= .45572), than on those written after L1 discussions
(M=13.92, SE= .46573, t (29) = -.724, p < .05, r = .849. The difference between
students” mean scores according to the two languages used in prewriting discussions
does not appear too large, but was found to be statistically significant at the .05 level.
Thus, according to the students’ performance on the written texts, we can say that the
use of L2 (English) in prewriting discussions is better than prewriting discussions in L1
(Kurdish). The exact reasons for this finding cannot be determined by just looking at
these statistical results. It may be because the students have sufficient second language
ability to conduct such discussions in English and therefore benefited from them more,
or it may mean that they simply prefer using the second language (English) to using the
first language (Kurdish). To explore the second idea in particular, the results from the

questionnaire may be considered.
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Questionnaire and Interviews Results

Students’ attitudes towards positive statements of prewriting discussions

This part of the questionnaire includes nine items that refer to the students’
positive attitudes towards prewriting discussions. Positive statements about prewriting

discussions are presented in Table 6.

Table 6- Descriptive statistics on positive statements about prewriting discussions

TA A N D TD M SD

Positive statements % % % % %

Q.1 Prewriting discussions help me 33.3 633 - 3.3 - 1.73 .63
get ideas prior to writing

Q.3 Prewriting discussions help me 50.0 333 6.7 6.7 3.3 1.80 1.06
improve my writing ability

Q.4 Prewriting discussions help me 46.7 333 133 33 3.3 183 1.01
organize ideas coherently

Q.5  Prewriting discussions help me 433 467 6.7 - 3.3 1.73 .86
improve the content of my
writing

Q.6 Prewriting discussions help me 40.0 300 233 33 3.3 200 1.05
enrich my vocabulary

Q.7  Prewriting discussions help me 200 500 167 100 33 226 101
improve my speaking ability

Q.8  Prewriting discussions help me 46.7 300 6.7 133 33 196 1.18
feel less nervous about writing

Q.9  Prewriting discussions help meto  46.7 433 6.7 - 3.3 170 .87
focus on the writing topic
Q.18 Prewriting discussions let me 500 36.7 33 6.7 3.3 176 1.04

know where to begin and how to

begin my writing
Note: TA=Totally Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, TD=Totally Disagree;
M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation; %=Percentage

Table 6 reveals that most of the students reported that in general they agree with
the practice of having prewriting discussions. The means of the students’ responses to
the positive statements of prewriting discussions were between 1.70 and 2.26, which
shows that the students to a great extent agreed with the prewriting discussion technique.

In addition, participants have positive attitudes towards prewriting discussion, as this
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technique can help them get ideas before starting writing, organize ideas coherently,
improve their writing quality and ability, and improve their speaking ability as well.
Although the students’ mean scores showed them agreeing with all positively-
worded statements, two statements received slightly less favorable reports. For question
six, which asked whether prewriting discussions help enrich vocabulary, again quite a
large number of participants agreed. However, nearly a quarter (23.3%) of them selected
‘neutral’ and are thus less sure whether enriching vocabulary is something that can be

done through prewriting discussions or not.

Similar to the question on vocabulary enrichment, when students were asked
whether prewriting discussions assisted them in improving their speaking skills in
question 7, 16.7% of the students reported that they are neutral and 13.3% of them
disagreed. In other words, while the students generally believe prewriting discussions
help them improve both writing and speaking skills, they feel that the possibility of
improving the former through prewriting discussions is more than the latter. This might
be because prewriting discussions give them ideas to be written down but they may not
have enough opportunity to talk about the topic in the short 15 or 20 minutes that was
allocated for prewriting discussions. This short discussion time may not be enough to
make some of them feel that they are actually making improvement in their speaking

ability as well.

The results of questions 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9, which are related to the positive
effects of prewriting discussions on students’ writing quality and ability, are supported

by detailed information from the interviewees’ responses. Regarding students’ feelings
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about the positive effects of prewriting discussions, the interviewees were asked a
question (Do prewriting discussions affect your writing?). The extracts below show how
the four interviewees reflected on prewriting discussion in general and its effects on their

writing quality and writing ability:

I think prewriting discussion is a useful technique not just for students but
for someone else who wants to write an article, a column in a newspaper.
As you discuss a topic with someone else, you may think about the topic
in all aspects and there may be some ideas generated in the discussion
that fully match the writing topic. Furthermore, as you discuss the topic
you generate some ideas, and then list them, which automatically gives
you a kind of organization. While without prewriting discussions you
may need to write two or three drafts until have a good essay. In other
words, | think prewriting discussion is as effective as writing two or three
drafts of an essay. (Karzan)

I think when you start writing on a topic that have already discussed, you
will have some generated ideas on paper, which leads you to have ideas
in the right places and organize them in a proper way. In other words, in
prewriting discussions most of the aspects of a topic are talked about,
which helps you to mention all the aspects of the topic on paper. In
addition, Prewriting discussion also helps develop your ideas and have a
good content because you have many generated ideas during prewriting
discussions. (I prefer having many ideas than a single or a few ones).
Moreover, prewriting discussions help enrich your vocabulary, especially
when someone uses a word and someone else uses its synonym, or uses it
in a phrase. Prewriting discussions improve your grammar as well. I think
prewriting discussions also influence coherence, unity, and cohesion of
writing. (Arkan)

I think prewriting discussions are useful for students because when the
teacher asks us to discuss a class topic, students give their opinion and
generate many ideas that help them start writing with lots of ideas and
information. In addition, hmmm, prewriting discussions help improve the
overall quality of writing. | mean, with prewriting discussions | get more
ideas and | can organize them properly, which helps me have a good
content as well. Thus, prewriting discussions improve my writing quality.
(Kani)

Discussing a topic prior to writing is useful for all students; because there
is a saying “two ideas are better than one”. For example, when a topic is
discussed, some people are more familiar with the topic and have better
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ideas on it, as a result you can get ideas from them, which helps you think
better and write better. Prewriting discussions help generate new ideas,
which help improve your writing by having more and better ideas.
Prewriting discussions also help to organize ideas; help students have
good content, and even grammar and vocabulary. | think prewriting
discussions improve students writing and speaking ability as well.
(Shallaw)

As can be seen in the extracts above, the interviewees all believe that prewriting
discussions help them improve their writing quality and writing ability. The interviewees
all, regardless of score differences, have the same attitudes to a great extent. In
particular, they emphasize the importance of prewriting discussions for generating many

ideas, developing ideas, organizing ideas properly, and improving writing quality.

Furthermore, it can be seen that the students’ responses to the questionnaire
items are similar to their responses to the interview questions. This shows that most of
the students accept prewriting discussion as an effective technique and they have

positive attitudes towards prewriting discussions in general.

On the questionnaire, most of the students reported agreement with a statement
that they feel less nervous about writing when they first have prewriting discussions
(Q8). The interviewees were also asked a question about whether prewriting discussions
help them feel less scared, in order to provide in-depth information about their attitudes
towards this issue. The detailed information about the interviewees’ attitudes is provided

in the extracts below:

The fear of writing is due to students not knowing how to put their ideas
on paper. With prewriting discussions you can have many related ideas,
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whereas, without prewriting discussions students may not have enough
ideas and they may write poor essays (Karzan).

Surely it helps. In prewriting discussions each student talks about an
aspect of the given topic and they generate several ideas, which helps
them understand the topic better and makes them not afraid of writing
(Arkan).

Of course it helps, because students have several ideas about the given
topic, which helps them to have more information, as a result you start
writing without feeling scared (Kani).

Prewriting discussions make me feel less nervous about writing and to
better understand the topic; understanding the topic helps you concentrate
on it, which makes you feel less scared. In addition, if you discuss a topic
prior to writing and express your ideas in the discussions, you will write
on it better (Shallaw).

The responses above clearly show that all four of the interviewees appear to be
agreeing with the idea that prewriting discussions make students feel less nervous. The

interview findings therefore support the questionnaire findings for question eight.

To sum up, according to the results of the statements referring to positive
feelings about prewriting discussions, students have positive attitudes towards
prewriting discussions, and almost all of them agree with the practice of using

prewriting discussion techniques in EFL writing classes.

Students’ attitudes towards negative statements of prewriting discussions

The second part of the questionnaire includes three items exploring the students’
attitudes towards some negative points related to prewriting discussions. The negative

statements about prewriting discussion are presented in Table 7.
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Table 7- Descriptive statistics on negative statements about prewriting discussions

TA A N D TD M SD

Negative statements % % % % %

Q.2 | prefer to write my own ideas 3.3 - 16.7 533 267 4.00 .87
without talking about them
first

Q.10 Prewriting discussions do not 3.3 - - 133 833 473 .78
help me

Q.19 Prewriting discussions take 10.0 26.7 16.7 333 133 313 1.25

up too much time
Note: TA=Totally Agree A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, TD=Totally Disagree;
M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation; %=Percentage

As can be observed in Table 7, most of the students disagreed with questions two
and ten. The mean of the students’ responses to question two, which asked students
whether they prefer writing their own ideas without prewriting discussion, was 4.00.
Furthermore, the mean of the students’ responses to the question that asked them
whether prewriting discussions do not help them, was 4.73, which shows that students
strongly agree with the idea that prewriting discussions actually do help them. Thus, the
overall findings for questions two and ten basically show that participants disagreed with
these negatively worded statements, which is consistent with their overwhelmingly

positive statements on the positively-worded statements.

On question 19, which asked whether prewriting discussions waste too much
time, however, the participants showed somewhat more mixed feelings. The mean of the
responses to this question, 3.13 reveals that participants were on average neutral. This
shows that the participants were more undecided on whether prewriting discussions take
a lot of time (presumably excessive time) or take a reasonable amount of time in writing

classes. In order to provide further information about students’ attitudes towards the time
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period of prewriting discussions, some data obtained from the interviews can be seen

below.

The interviewees were asked whether they felt that prewriting discussions
wasted their time, in order to know their in-depth feelings about time allocation for
prewriting discussions. The interviewees’ answers showed similarity to a great extent,
despite coming from both the students who got the highest and those who got the lowest
scores on the four texts they wrote. The following excerpts show how the students with

the highest score approached this issue:

| do not think prewriting discussions waste students’ time, because if you
start writing without prewriting discussions you should spend three times
more than the time you spend in prewriting discussions just to learn what
and how to write. In other words, spending 15 to 20 minutes in prewriting
discussions helps students write an essay in just half an hour, on the
contrary, without prewriting discussions students may spend more than
one hour to write an essay. (Karzan)

I think prewriting discussions help save your time rather than wasting
time. If you have prewriting discussions, you get more ideas on the topic
and you can arrange ideas and draw a good outline. On the contrary,
without prewriting discussions, you may not write a good essay and
waste your time thinking of generating ideas and organizing them.
(Arkan)

When we look at the transcripts of the two low score participants, we see they
have the same opinion about the time issue as the students with the high score. The

extracts below illustrate their opinion about the issue:-

I think prewriting discussions do not waste time if it took 10 to 15
minutes. On the contrary, prewriting discussions help students to write
better essays in a short time. Prewriting discussions may waste the time
of students who write slowly. (Kani)
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I think 15 to 20 minutes in a normal class time is not wasting time. In
contrast, this amount of time helps getting more information on the given
topic. (Shallaw)

The data presented above concerning students’ attitudes towards the issue of time
in prewriting discussions suggest that the interviewees think that prewriting discussions
help them to write better essays in a short period of time rather than wasting their time.
In fact, the first low score student expressed some slightly different feelings from the
high score students and the second low scorer. To illustrate, Kani is clear in saying that
prewriting discussions are not a waste of time, however, she specifies that discussions
prior to writing are not a waste if they take 10 to 15 minutes. This probably implies that
prewriting discussions might be a waste if they stretch beyond that time. Kani also
admitted that prewriting discussions might be a waste of time for those students who
write slowly. In addition to that, the first low scorer (Kani)’s response to some extent
match the neutral scoring on the questionnaire item number nineteen, because
participants might have been thinking about what she noted in her interview in relation
to the time spent in prewriting discussions. The second low scorer (Shallaw), however,
felt positively about the allocated time for prewriting discussions and he reported that 15
or more minutes in an ordinary class time for prewriting discussions is not a waste of

time as it helps students to have more ideas on the topic.

Overall, when looking at the percentages and means of positive and negative
statements about students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions, we can say that

students are generally in disagreement with the negative statements, which is consistent
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with their general agreement with the positive ones, and indicates overall favorable

impressions of prewriting discussions.

Students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in L1 and L2

This part in the questionnaire was devoted to investigating the students’ attitudes
towards the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions through comparing the L1-
related items and the L2-related items in relation to prewriting discussions. The

statements about using the L1 and the L2 in prewriting discussions are shown in Table 6.

Table 8- Descriptive statistics on L1 and L2 use in prewriting discussions

TA A N D TD M SD
L1 and L2 use statements % % % % %
Q.11 | feel more confident 20.0 433 20.0 133 33 236 1.06

discussing topics in English
than I do in Kurdish

Q.13 | feel more confident 6.7 133 36.7 333 100 326 104
discussing topics in Kurdish
than I do in English

Q.12 I can generate a lot of ideas 13.3 433 26.7 133 33 250 1.00
when we have discussions in
Kurdish

Q.14 | can generate a lot of ideas 13.3 400 333 13.3 - 246 .89
when we have discussions in
English

Q.15a Through prewriting 20.0 56.7 13.3 6.7 33 216 94
discussions in Kurdish; |
become aware of how to
generate ideas for writing

Q.15b  Through prewriting 100 500 26.7 100 33 246 .93
discussions in Kurdish; |
become aware of how to
organize my ideas

Q.15¢c  Through prewriting 26.7 53.3 16.7 - 33 200 .87
discussions in Kurdish; I learn
what to write about the topic
on my paper

Q.16a Through prewriting 33.3 633 3.3 - - 1.70 .53
discussions in English; I
become aware of how to
generate ideas for writing

Q.16b  Through prewriting 26.7 50.0 233 - - 196 .71
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discussions in English; I
become aware of how to
organize my ideas
Q.16c  Through prewriting 46.7 50.0 3.3 - - 156 .56
discussions in English; I learn
what to write about the topic
on my paper
Q.17  Prewriting discussions in 6.7 40.0 6.7 433 33 29 112
English are much more
difficult than in Kurdish
Q.20  Prewriting discussions in 6.7 300 26.7 233 133 36 117
Kurdish help me to understand
the topic better than | do in
English
Note: TA=Totally Agree, A=Agree, N=Neutral, D=Disagree, TD=Totally Disagree;
M=mean, SD=Standard Deviation; %=Percentage

As can be observed in Table 8, when we consider the issue of student confidence
and language of prewriting discussion, a majority of students agreed (20.0% TA and
43.3% A) that they felt more confident having their discussions in English than in
Kurdish (Q11). These results were to some extent mirrored in question 13, which asked
whether students feel more confident discussing topics in Kurdish than in English. For
question 13 only a fairly small number of students showed their agreement (6.7% TA
and 13.3% A), nearly twice as many disagreed (33.3% A and 10.0 TD), and the largest
single group remained undecided (36.7% N). By looking at the mean of students’
responses to question 13 (M = 3.26, SD 1.04), we can see that students range between
undecided and disagreement on this item. From the results of these two items, we can
understand that, students generally agreed more with English (L2) as a language that

they feel more confident discussing topics in.

The level of agreement, disagreement, and neutrality for questions 12, which
asked whether students can generate a lot of ideas when they have discussions in

Kurdish (L1), and 14, which asked whether students can generate a lot of ideas when
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they have discussions in English (L2), is almost the same. More than half the students
agreed (approximately 56%), a quarter were undecided (26%), and a fairly small
percentage disagreed (16%) with question 12 (M = 2.50, SD 1.00); yet more than half
also agreed (53%), a third were undecided (33.3%), and a few disagreed (13.3%) with
question 14 (M= 2.46, SD .89). We can understand that students have basically the same
feelings about using L1 (Kurdish) and L2 (English) in prewriting discussions to generate
ideas. The same mean for the responses to questions 12 and 14 might mean that students
feel they can equally generate a lot of ideas with both L1 and L2 use in prewriting
discussions, or basically, the students do not see a strong connection between the

language of the prewriting discussion and their ability to generate ideas.

Question 15 includes three sub-questions about students’ attitudes towards L1
use in prewriting discussions. Over three quarters of the students agreed (76%) with the
first item in question fifteen that asked whether, by using the L1 in prewriting
discussions, students can be aware of how to generate ideas, which shows that a great
number of students agreed with the idea that Kurdish language helps them to generate
ideas for writing. Over half of the students also agreed with the idea that prewriting
discussions in Kurdish helped them organize ideas — though over a quarter (26.7%) were
undecided. For the third part in the question fifteen (Q15.c. through prewriting
discussions in Kurdish; I learn what to write about the topic on my paper) a large
majority agreed (approximately 80%). We can understand that students felt that

prewriting discussions in Kurdish help them learn what to write about the topic.
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Interestingly, the results for the sub-questions in question 16 are similar. With
respect to generating ideas after prewriting discussions in English, almost all of the
students agreed (33.3% TA and 63.3% A, M = 1.70, SD .53). In comparison with
question 15a, a greater number of students were in favor of prewriting discussions in
English helping them generate ideas. For the next item that related to organizing ideas
after using English in prewriting discussions, a large majority of the students reported
that they agree (26.7% TA and 50.0% A, M = 1.96, SD .56), which shows that students
also feel that English prewriting discussions help them organize their writing. Again this
is a bit higher than the parallel question regarding prewriting discussions in the L1. The
level of agreement for the final statement (Q 16c) that asked whether prewriting
discussions in English help students learn what to write about the topic on their papers,
was very high (46.7% TA and 50.0% A) with only 3.3% of the students remaining
undecided. This clearly shows that, almost all of the students believe that using the L2
in prewriting discussions helps them learn more about the given topic and helps them
know what to write down about the given topic. While the parallel question for L1
prewriting discussions was also very high, again, there was more agreement on this
question for English prewriting discussions. Overall these results support the students’
general positive attitudes towards prewriting discussions, and give some preference to

prewriting discussions in the L2 over the L1.

Turning from benefits to possible challenges of prewriting discussions in the L2,
it can be said that the students were very much mixed in their responses to question

number 17 (Q17. Prewriting discussions in English are much more difficult than in
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Kurdish). In other words, the level of agreement (46.7%) was similar to the level of
disagreement (46.6%). When we look at the mean of the responses (M = 2.96, SD 1.12),
we can understand that the students appear to be uncertain about which language —
Kurdish (L1) or English (L2) — is easier than the other, which indicates they are
undecided. This might be because they do not know how they feel. Rather, they seem to
be torn — obviously Kurdish is easier for them to speak and to express their ideas, but
maybe they genuinely see benefit from having the discussion in English for enriching
their vocabulary and improving their speaking ability because they are English language

students. Therefore, their responses were mixed, which reflects those mixed feelings.

Like the responses to question number 17, the students responded to question
number 20 in a similarly mixed way. Over a third agreed (6.7% TA and 30.0% A) with
this question, which asked whether prewriting discussions in Kurdish help students
understand the topic better English prewriting discussions, while approximately the
same percent disagreed (23.3% D and 13.3% TD), and an almost equal number
remained undecided (26.7). By looking at the mean of responses (M= 3.06, SD 1.17), we
can see that the results indicate that students are neutral. This might be because they can
understand the given topic in both languages, and they see both languages as the same in

terms of understanding the discussion.

As can be observed from the percentages and the means of the questions in this
section overall, students seem to feel both languages can be used in prewriting

discussions, and they do not give a remarkable priority to one of them — though for
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organization, generating ideas, and learning about the topic, English has a small

advantage.

In order to provide more detailed information on students’ attitudes towards
using L1 or L2 in prewriting discussions, the interviewees were asked a general
question: Which one is more effective and useful to be used in prewriting discussions, L1

or L2? The interview data are presented in the excerpts below:-

As a student in the English Language Department, | prefer to use (L2)
English rather than (L1) Kurdish. In fact, we should not just think of
ourselves but think of other students as well, because students have
different levels of language proficiency. In my opinion, there is no
problem if L1 is used firstly then second language can be used, because
students need to be treated equally. Using L1 may help expressing ideas
clearly and easily, but if students want to learn L2 they should speak in
their L2. Moreover, | think discussions in L2 are more beneficial,
especially for speaking ability. To me, the choice of which language to
use in prewriting discussions depends on the students’ level of language
proficiency. (Karzan)

I think it is better to allow lower level students to use their L1 in
prewriting discussions. We (second year students) can also use L1
because prewriting discussions are new for us and we do not have enough
ability to completely express our ideas in L2. Whereas, students from the
third and fourth stages in the English department should use English in all
discussions. In other words, lower level students have little information
about (L2) English; they cannot use their L2 as well as English native
speakers and we cannot easily talk about the given topic. In other words,
using language in discussions and class activities depends on the level of
language proficiency. (Arkan)

In my opinion both of them (L1 and L2) should be used , but L1 should
be used less than L2 because if you discuss in L1 you have to translate
the words and ideas into L2, while in L2 you already have words and
ideas in the L2, and this saves your time. Furthermore, we are now
second stage students and to some extent our English is good but not
perfect, therefore, L1 can be used to some extent. In other words, the
language that is used in prewriting discussions depends on students’
language proficiency levels. In terms of translation, if the discussions are
in English the generated ideas can be immediately used, while in L1
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translation may occur most of the time. To me, if 20 minutes are allocated
to prewriting discussions in normal class time, it is better to have 5
minutes in L1 and the rest of the time in L2. (Kani)

As we are in the English department, it is better to have discussions in L2
(English), but some students in class do not have the ability to speak
English in a perfect way, because sometimes some students forget an
English word when they talk about the topic, as a result they cannot
continue expressing ideas and discussing the topic in a good way.
However, if the discussions are in L1, students may become more
familiar with the topic and you can generate many ideas and organize
them in a better way. Therefore, students, especially lower levels should
be allowed to use L1 alongside L2 in discussions, because they may not
have enough L2 ability and they are able to express ideas in their L1.
(Shallaw)

Concerning the results above, the interviewees have some similarities and some
differences in their opinion. In terms of similarity, they prefer to use L2 in prewriting
discussions because they think that English language students should speak in English
more than Kurdish (L1). However, they also are quite unanimous in believing that
prewriting discussions can be done in L1 for lower proficiency students who do not yet
have enough ability to use the L2 in class while speaking. Both the interviewees who got
the highest and the lowest scores believe that prewriting discussions in students’ L1
helps particularly lower proficiency students to express more ideas and understand the
topic better. Although they agree on some points they also raised different points; for
example, one of the interviewees who got a low score reported that using L1 in
prewriting discussions may cause a translation of words and ideas. The same person
suggested that writing teachers might allow students to have 20 minutes discussion, and
during these 20 minutes should have students start talking about the topic in L1 and then

use L2 for the rest of the time.



59

Ultimately, when we look at the interview’s results, we can say that the
interviewees are undecided to some extent, as the students all had fairly mixed responses
to the questions related to L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions, and they see possible
benefits for both. Most concretely, we can say that the students believe that choosing
whether to use L1 or L2 in prewriting discussions should mostly relate to students’ level

of language proficiency.

Conclusion

In this chapter the findings obtained from the analysis of the data from ‘the
participants’ essays scores, a questionnaire, and semi-structured interviews were
presented.

A t-test carried out on the essay scores revealed that students got slightly higher
scores when they used the L2 than the L1. In addition, according to their responses on
the questionnaire items, they have positive attitudes towards prewriting discussions in
general, and have mixed feelings about some points relating to the use of the different
languages in prewriting discussions. In general, they have positive attitudes towards the
use of L2 more than the use of L1 in prewriting discussions, especially for high
proficiency students — though they also reported that the use of L1 might be useful for
low second language proficiency students. This suggests that English language students
with high proficiency should use more L2 than L1, while students with lower

proficiency level can use L1 alongside L2.



The next chapter discusses the findings of the study, presents the pedagogical
implications of the study and further research suggestions, and states the limitations of

the study.

60
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CHAPTER V: CONCLUSION

Overview of the Study

The purpose of this study was to investigate, firstly, the effects of L1 and L2 use
in prewriting discussions on the quality and overall score of EFL students’ essays, and
secondly, to see the students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in general and
using L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions in particular. In the study, the participants’
essays, a questionnaire, and semi-structured interviews were used to collect data. In
other words, to explore the effect of the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions on
students’ writing quality, paired-samples dependent t-tests of the students’ essay scores
were used, and then to investigate students’ attitudes towards the L1 and L2 use in
prewriting discussions a questionnaire was conducted, and semi-structured interviews
were done with four students. The participants of this study were sophomore English

major students from the English Department at Koya University.

The following sections of this chapter will include the discussion of the findings
of the study. The findings will be shown in two main headings: the comparative effects
of prewriting discussions in L1 versus L2 on the students’ writing quality and scores,
and the students’ attitudes towards the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions. The
next section in this chapter will be the pedagogical implications section. Then, the
limitations of the study will be discussed, and finally, suggestions for further research

will be presented.
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Discussion of Findings

The study findings that were collected and analyzed in the data analysis in
chapter four are discussed in two sections. The first section discusses the findings related
to the study’s first research question: “What are the differences in the students’ writing
after being exposed to the conditions of prewriting discussions in the L1 and in the L2?7”
The next section presents the results of the participants’ responses to the questionnaire
items and the semi-instructed interview questions, which were intended to answer the
study’s second question: “What are students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in

general and towards prewriting discussions in L1/L2 in particular?”

The Differences between the Students’ Writings after Prewriting Discussions in L1 and
in L2

According to the results related to the study’s first question, which asked whether
using L1 or L2 in prewriting discussions affects students’ writing quality, the
participants’ essays that were written after prewriting discussions in L2 were found to be
more successful than the essays written after prewriting discussions in L1. The results of
the present study therefore seem to be consistent with the findings of Xianwei’s (2009)
study. Xianwei found that an English-only prewriting discussion group outperformed the
other three groups: the Chinese-only group, the combined Chinese/English group, and
the individually brainstorming group in terms of the language quality of argumentative
essays. This reveals that using L2 in prewriting discussions is more effective than L1 use

in terms of helping to improve students’ writing quality.
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However, the results of the students’ essay scores were also inconsistent with
some previous studies, which said that prewriting activities in the L1 are more effective
than those in the L2. For example, Li (2008) revealed that L1 use facilitates students’
writing processes, and maintained that the use of L1 assists the L2 writing process. Lally
(2000) also found that the use of L1 in prewriting discussions and other activities helps
students to produce well-organized essays. Moreover, the results were inconsistent with
Stapa & Abdul Majid’s (2009) study, which revealed that the participants’ writing
performance improved when they generated ideas in their L1 before starting to write in
the L2.

One factor that has been introduced as a possible contributing factor to whether
L1 or L2 prewriting activities are more effective is that of the students’ proficiency
level. For example, Cumming (1989) assessed twenty-three young adults’ L2 writing
performance in proportion to their writing expertise and L2 proficiency. He found that
L2 proficiency is an “additive factor” that improves students’ writing quality. Akyel
(1994) also investigated the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting planning. She concluded that
language has no significant effect, but rather that students’ level of proficiency affects
the quality of plans and writing. In addition, Stapa & Abdul Majid (2009) found that
students with low English language proficiency generated more ideas and produced
qualitatively better essays when they used their L1 than their L2. My interviewees
believe that the proficiency level can help to determine the language of choice in
prewriting discussions, and they reported that lower level students should use L1 in
prewriting discussions more than L2. Here we can say their belief is generally in

agreement with Akyel’s opinion. Therefore, writing teachers should take students’ level
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of proficiency into consideration in speaking activities, especially in prewriting
discussions, because when students with low second language proficiency are not able to
express their ideas, or are afraid of making grammatical mistakes, this could make them
unable to give their opinions and participate fully in class discussions, unlike the high
proficiency L2 students who can participate nearly as easily in L2 speaking activities as

they do in their L1.

Students’ Attitudes towards Prewriting Discussions in general and towards the Use of
L1 and L2 in Prewriting Discussions
This section discusses the findings surrounding the English Language

Department students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions in general and the use of
L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions in particular. This section includes two subsections,
which presents the results of the participants’ responses to the questionnaire items and
the interview questions. The subsections are: students’ attitudes towards prewriting
discussions in general, and students’ attitudes towards the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting

discussions.

Students’ attitudes towards prewriting discussions

The first part of the questionnaire was aimed at investigating the participants’
attitudes towards prewriting discussions in general. The results showed that the students
agreed with all the statements that referred to the students’ positive feelings about
prewriting discussions, and stated that prewriting discussions help them in generating

ideas, organizing essays coherently, having better writing content, and helping to enrich
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their vocabulary. They also reported that prewriting discussions help them concentrate
more on the given topic, and to do so while feeling more comfortable and less nervous.
In addition, the participants see the prewriting discussion technique as a useful tool to
improve their writing ability as well as their speaking ability. In general, the means of
the responses to the positive items show that students agreed with the idea of having
prewriting discussions, and believe that this technique can improve their writing quality.
The interview findings relating to prewriting discussions also showed that the four
students reported that prewriting discussions positively affect their writing performance
and their speaking ability, and even contribute to improving their grammar and enriching

their vocabulary.

Looking at the same issue from the other side, when it comes to students’
feelings about the negative statements of prewriting discussions, the students generally
responded in an expected manner, in other words, they disagreed with the negative
statements. Almost all the participants disagreed with the first two items referring to the
students’ negative feelings about prewriting discussions. However, they were undecided
about the time allocated to prewriting discussions and they were uncertain whether
prewriting discussions in some way might waste their writing class time or save it. In
general, from the students’ responses, we can understand that they perceive prewriting
discussions as a useful technique that has more positive sides than negative ones. While
the issue of time had more mixed results on the questionnaire, the students’ responses to
the interview questions, especially the question that related to the issue of time allocated

to prewriting discussions, showed that at least the interviewees felt that prewriting
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discussions help student writers save time rather than waste it, and they suggested that
15 minutes is a good amount of time for prewriting discussions. In brief, the findings
clearly show that the students have positive feelings about the use of this technique in

writing classes.

Although earlier studies haven’t looked at students’ attitudes towards prewriting
discussions, these findings are consistent with the research in literature that has looked at
the effectiveness of prewriting discussions. For example, Meyers (1980) investigated the
difference between prewriting discussion and no prewriting discussion, and found that
the experimental group who used prewriting discussion produced better writing texts.
Bossio (1993 cited in Shi, 1998) in an ESL study investigated the effects of talking on
writing. He pointed out that prewriting discussions help students produce better written
texts. Also, Sweigart (1991) in his study compared small group and class discussions
prior to writing. He found that prewriting discussion in small groups was more helpful in
improving students’ knowledge before they start writing. In general, Sweigart’s study
participants preferred prewriting discussions as a helpful technique, especially in
developing their understanding. The findings were also consistent with Shi’s (1998)
study. Shi concluded that prewriting discussions led to students’ producing better essays
and using more vocabulary in them. Furthermore, Kennedy (1983) investigated the
effects of prewriting discussions on writing quality. The results of his study are clear
evidence to support the effectiveness of prewriting discussions on generating and

developing ideas, and generally improving students’ writing performance.
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To conclude, the findings of these studies and the present study’s result reveal
that prewriting discussions help to improve students’ writing ability and affect students’

writing quality positively.

Students’ attitudes towards the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions

The study also examined the participants’ attitudes towards using L1 and L2 in
prewriting discussions. The findings suggest that most of the time the participants had
mixed feelings about the language related issues in prewriting discussions. For example,
the participants had the same opinion about idea generation in L1 and L2, which means
that they feel they can generate lots of ideas when they discuss a writing topic either in
their native language or their second one. The participants also expressed almost the
same attitudes towards the idea that the use of both the L1 and the L2 in prewriting
discussions helps students become aware of ways of generating ideas and organizing

them, and also helps them learn what to write better about the assigned topic.

Furthermore, the participants’ responses to the item that asked whether
prewriting discussions in English or in Kurdish were much more difficult for EFL
students, also indicated that they think neither L1 nor L2 is difficult for prewriting
discussions or, at least, that they are equally difficult to be used in prewriting
discussions. The participants were also undecided about item twenty, which asked them
whether prewriting discussions in L1 help them understand the topic better. This might
mean that the participants think that both languages help them to understand the given

topic. Despite being undecided about most of the L1 and L2 use related items, the
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participants reported they feel more confident discussing topics in English than doing it
in their native language (Kurdish). This point seems to match with their writing scores,
as they wrote better essays after having prewriting discussions in English than in
Kurdish. In general, the participants slightly tended to accept the use of L2 in prewriting

discussions as a somewhat more effective factor than the use of L1.

The interview data analysis from the two students with the highest and two the
lowest scores showed that these students, regardless of their scores, had almost similar
attitudes towards language of choice in prewriting discussions (i.e. L1/L2 use) in
particular. The interviewees believed that the use of L2 is very useful for English majors
and L1 use may be useful for lower level students who are not yet able to express their
ideas properly. This is similar to Lally’s (2000) findings, which indicate that using L1 in
L2 writing is useful for low second language proficiency students, especially in planning
and organizing ideas. Li (2008) also supports Lally’s belief as she concludes that the use
of L1 facilitates students’ writing process. Stapa & Abdul Majid’s (2009) also pointed
out that the use of L1 for generating ideas helped students to improve their writing
performance. They found that lower English language proficiency students in particular
generated more ideas and wrote qualitatively better essays as they used their native

language in generating ideas.

In brief, the participants had mixed feelings when they responded to some items
asking about the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions. However, the results of the
language-related items revealed that participants in general are more in agreement with

the use of L2 in prewriting discussions than using L1.
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Pedagogical Recommendations

The findings suggest that prewriting discussions can and should be a part of
writing classes in the English department at Koya University. The writing teachers can
allocate about 15 minutes prior to writing to discuss the topic in small groups or with the
whole class. It may take some preparation to familiarize students with this technique so
that it improves their writing and speaking abilities — and for them to perceive it as
effective. The positive findings towards the prewriting discussion technique suggest that
teachers should also investigate the possibility that other writing process techniques,
such as drafting, giving feedback, and revision, might also be used in order to help
students to improve their writing performance. According to the data gathered and
analyzed, the students believe that prewriting discussions technique helps in all aspects
to improve their writing ability and writing quality. These results are supported by the
results of other researchers, such as Meyers, 1980; Kennedy, 1983; McGlainn and
McGlainn, 1990; Sweigart, 1991; and Shi, 1998.

In addition, curriculum developers and writing teachers should consider which
languages should be allowed in prewriting discussions. This decision can perhaps best
be made by considering the students’ level of second language proficiency. For instance,
the use of L1 should be allowed among lower level second language students, especially
first year and second year students for the first term, because they may not have
sufficient second language speaking ability and they cannot express their ideas in class
activities. The first language of students therefore should be used in prewriting

discussions among EFL students with a lower level of second language proficiency.
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Limitations of the Study

One limitation of the present study was that it included only a small number of
participants, and these were all within the same group and almost at the same
proficiency level. In other words, this study was done with sophomore English
Language students at Koya University, meaning both that the findings could not truly
reflect the issue of language proficiency as a possible factor, and that the data cannot be
generalized beyond the students at this institution. Therefore, future research might
investigate the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions with EFL students at different

levels, and at other universities.

This study did not include the writing teachers themselves as participants of the
study either. If the writing teachers at Koya University were included in the present
study, especially if they were interviewed about the issue of language use in prewriting
discussions, they could explain the pros and cons of the prewriting discussions technique
and the choice of language of prewriting discussions. Therefore, data from writing
teachers through questionnaires and interviews could be collected to discover their
feelings about and attitudes toward the use of L1 and L2 in prewriting discussions in
EFL writing classes.

Finally, it must be noted as a limitation the possibility that the students’ positive
perceptions of using prewriting discussion technique in writing classes were partly due
to the novelty effect. It is a common truth that when students are introduced for the first
time to new things (e.g. prewriting discussions), they are more likely to react to it

positively. To some extent this may have happened in this study, and thus the positive
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reactions reported by the students to prewriting discussions must be considered in light

of this possibility.

Suggestions for Further Research

Future researchers could carry out the same study but with some different
procedures and in another setting with different participants. For example, it could be
carried out in a quasi-experimental format with more participants from three different
groups. In such a design, one group could, during the experimental period, prepare a
series of essays after prewriting discussions in the L1, another group could do the same
after discussions using L2, and still a third could use the experimental period to write the
essays without any prewriting discussions. Rather than only compare the students’
performance on the individual essays written, a pre and post-testing methodology could
be prepared, and it could be explored whether there were long-term benefits of
prewriting discussions overall, and whether the language of those discussions affected,

for example, the students’ vocabulary knowledge at the end of the period.

Furthermore, writing teachers could be included as participants of the study,
especially to explore their attitudes towards L1 and L2 use through questionnaires and
interviews. Not only because of their role in the classroom, but also because teachers
may work as curriculum designers and program developers, therefore, their opinions and
attitudes can also be taken into consideration in order to decide whether to use the
technique in writing classes or not, and which language (L1 or L2) the technique should

be used with.
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For further research, other new procedures could also be carried out. Studies
could be conducted to see whether students’ level of second language proficiency is
actually related to the effectiveness of one or the other language (L1 or L2) use in

prewriting discussions in the L2 writing process.

Conclusion

The findings of the present study revealed that the participants generally agree
that prewriting discussion is an effective technique in the second language writing
process. The findings also showed that the participants produced qualitatively better
texts after discussing the topics in the L2 than in the L1. While the students responded
positively to prewriting discussions in general, they had some mixed feelings about
some points relating to the language choice in prewriting discussions. For instance, some
of the participants believed that the second language is more useful because they need to
learn it better and these discussions allow them practice time. Other participants believed
that the use of L1 or L2 should be determined by consideration of students’ second
language ability. In brief, the findings of the study imply that the use of L2 in prewriting
discussions is to some extent more effective than the use of L1, although this may not be

correct among lower-proficiency students.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Questionnaire Items

Dear participants,

your cooperation.

3) Stage:

2) Gender: Male [ ]| Female [ ]

the following questionnaire items. Your answers to the questionnaire will be kept

completely confidential. I really appreciate your sincere consideration. Thank you for

76

| am a student at Bilkent University, in the MA TEFL program. This study will be done
for a Master’s degree thesis. The study will be looking at students’ attitudes towards and

practices when writing in a second language. | would like you to assist me by answering

Researcher: Hemn A. Karim

hemn@bilkent.edu.tr

Totally
agree

Agree

Neutral

Disagree

Totally
disagree

Prewriting discussions help
me get ideas prior to writing.

| prefer to write my own
ideas down without talking
about them first.

Prewriting discussions help
me improve my writing
ability.

Prewriting discussions help
me organize ideas
coherently.

Prewriting discussions help
me improve the content of
my writing.

Directions: Check the boxes next to each question that most closely corresponds
to your feelings.



6. Prewriting discussions help
me enrich my vocabulary.

7. Prewriting discussions help
me improve my speaking
skills.

8. Prewriting discussions help
me feel less nervous about
writing.

9. Prewriting discussions help
me to focus on the writing
topic.

10. Prewriting discussions do
not help me.

11. | feel more confident
discussing topics in English
than | do in Kurdish.

12. | can generate a lot of ideas
when we have discussions in
Kurdish.

13. | feel more confident
discussing topics in Kurdish
than | do in English.

14. | can generate a lot of ideas
when we have discussions in
English.

15. Through prewriting
discussions in Kurdish:

% | become aware of
how to generate
ideas for writing.

% | become aware of
how to organize
my ideas.

4 | learn what to
write about the
topic on my paper.

16. Through prewriting
discussions in English:

% | become aware of
how to generate
ideas for writing.

4+ | become aware of
how to organize
my ideas.

4+ | learn what to
write about the
topic on my paper.

17. Prewriting discussions in
English are much more
difficult than in Kurdish.




18. Prewriting discussions let
me know where to begin and
how to begin my writing.

19. Prewriting discussions take
up too much time.

20. Prewriting discussions in
Kurdish help me to
understand the topic better
than | do in English.

Thank you very much for your participation and contribution
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Appendix B: The Writing Topics

1. Nowadays mobile phones are becoming more and more popular in our lives.

Some people think they bring us much convenience while others argue they
make more trouble. Which view do you agree with? Use your ideas,
knowledge or experience to generate ideas and support for your argument.

(L1 use).

Should smoking be allowed in public areas? Why or why not? Provide

supporting evidence for your choice. (L2 use).

Some people claim that private universities are better than state universities
in terms of level of education, job opportunity, getting experience, etc. while
others argue that private universities are bad because they make differences

between social classes. Discuss (L2 use).

. Which do you think is better for students, living in a dorm or living at home?

Be sure to provide supporting evidence for your choice. (L1 use).



Appendix C: Features of the Analytic Grading Scale — Cohen (1994)
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Content

Organization

Vocabulary

Grammar

Mechanic
S

5 points: ideas
stated clearly and
accurately

4 points: ideas
stated fairly
clearly and
accurately

3 points: ideas
somewhat unclear
or inaccurate

2 points: ideas not
clear or accurate

1 point: ideas not
at all clear or
accurate

5 points: well
organized

4 points: fairly
well organized

3 points: loosely
organized

2 points: ideas
disconnected

1 point: no
organization

5 points: very
effective choice of
words

4 points: effective
choice of words

3 points: adequate
choice of words

2 points: limited
range of words

1 point: very
limited range of
words

5 points: no errors

4 points: almost
no errors

3 points: some
errors

2 points: many
errors

1 point:
dominated by
errors

5 points: mastery of
spelling and
punctuation

4 points: few errors
in spelling and
punctuations

3 points: fair
number of spelling
and punctuation
errors

2 points: frequent
errors in spelling
and punctuation

1 point: no control
over spelling and
punctuation




81

Appendix D: A Sample of the Interview-Kurdish Transcript
o s Am 5 don (i Uiy 6 R 5 (5 80 S 2 o i

OISR gA 53 L CSAG 03 gurdy (SUSSAS (s 58 iy (5 38 5388 4l 5 0l 5 g0 101 SIS

AS SIS ot g 1aSatali 33y A S g Gl SIS (5 g5 4S i i (S 5o Sy
48y 4S o Ay gy ATy SAY 5 podt Al 4Ky (54%00 R i€ 1 ShnS a8l Sy
AS 1o g JASA o gASalinn 53 (Sl 4o Ao iy (5 ) AT 40 AS C A8 Coniod il Saida
(SRS ) 48 CASAS (lainnd 5 AS3 e il e aSaially s K i€

oy oy 48y (a5 ity (538 538 o 4 o ) sAndy 4 e oy cuBilSloals Sl g3 58

i Sl Satdt o6 5l g g (sdad o B 593 4S Sy 5 g
s 53 43 Cpan 53 Al aed Caidia ) (s g G (6 3R 5388 Ll s g0 i gl

O3 il U ISak 53 48 (g0 A5 5 0 sl ASen A i gi 4l (sdne i A5 10 S
Ll 3 48 il 5345 o sd Gy (5 RS 55 gta Ja8al oty il < 35 pla ASLLS
il H\San o 48s ) 4SS4T a5 0 JASA 2K (Cin CaSaily 4 G sy

b gy ) 9Y (SAral 5 Cu ASAS Caed (5 5) 545

i 53 i (5 R il Al jiign HSay oS 5l o i yiady 5 53 80 S lalS s e i
() po 550 Sla s Ol (52055) Sl e

o 5Y 4 o 58 (e ) e 5 (e ) iy 4l SIS A Ko g 10l S

S o S e g Al L Ll 4 Call e ity 4l (52,558 () 5o 5l o yixiuy
O )y 4 e ) shes lile ) (Al (S S g 4S5 s o sAidSe Ul 55 (SIS sa Al
A5 o553 (e il 52 iy IS4y s paSay SGla (e ) 84S 4 SAiiS on
DSt A el 48 ) Sl Sl ) (Sl S oS e Sy Ko 5 ) IS0 A Sl
20553 (e s il AR () S 5A WV il o3 Sl Gy s (Sl 4 Sy

3 Sl 4nn (550 SR s A5 (Gig IS Ul 593 (Sle ) a0 545 (G
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Cady i 3 i 6 38 388 Y ey (Sl S e s) y 4a L 0o SAad (Ul 55 g s Hiada

230 LS g2 e 953 (Sla ) (il Ay Cufid s
90555540 (53 (540) 5 (SIS (98 i (5 38 5388 L ¢ e 3 g8

A8 A s o 5580 IS A (IS a8 (i (5 38 5388 48 aaSU | g (g 10 S

4 R g8 IS (godin A cons it | g (s 3 U (5 3R 5K 0 4 (5450 (e 58 40 o
R A 4580 5 G shy (5 5 S siy (o2 4S5 (Go s (S s i 5 Ll (5450 B S
3 (g0 st Al S 1aad IS A el i 58 ity (5 38 538 Al (Sl 52 20 3215

S Sk IS Caimed ooy IS pA ASISAT a4y 6o s e 4 ik i 13 ke IS

S s 5 Sl A
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Appendix E: A Sample of the Interview-English Transcript

Interviewer: do prewriting discussions affect your writing?

Interviewee (Karzan): | think prewriting discussion is a useful technigque not just for
students but it for someone else who wants to write an article, a column in a newspaper.
As you discuss a topic with someone else, you may think about the topic in all aspects
and there may be some generated ideas in the discussion that fully match the writing
topic. Furthermore, as you discuss the topic, you generate some ideas, and then list them,
which give you a kind of organization automatically. While without prewriting
discussions you may need to write two or three drafts until have a good essay. In other
words, | think prewriting discussion is as effective as writing two or three drafts of an

essay.

Interviewer: do prewriting discussions help you feel less scared of writing?

Interviewee (Karzan): the fear of writing is due to students not knowing how to put their
ideas on paper. With prewriting discussions you can have many related ideas. Whereas,
without prewriting discussions students may not have enough ideas and they may write

poor essays.

Interviewer: which one is more effective and useful to be used in prewriting

discussions, L1 (Kurdish) or L2 (English)?

Interviewee (Karzan): as a student in English Language Department, | prefer to use (L2)

English rather than (L1) Kurdish. In fact, we should not just think of ourselves but think
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of other students as well, because students have different levels of language proficiency.
In my opinion, there is no problem if L1 is used firstly then second language can be
used, because students need to be treated equally. Using L1 may help expressing ideas
clearly and easily, but if students want to learn L2 (English) they should speak in their
L2. Moreover, | think in L2 is more beneficial, especially for speaking ability. To me
using language in prewriting discussions depends on the students’ level of language

proficiency.

Interviewer: do prewriting discussions waste your time?

Interviewee (Karzan): | do not think prewriting discussions waste students’ time,
because if you start writing without prewriting discussions you should spend three times
more than the time you spend in prewriting discussions just to learn what and how to
write. In other words, spending 15 to 20 minutes in prewriting discussions help students
write an essay during half an hour, on the contrary, without prewriting discussions

students may spend more than one hour to write an essay.



