Writing Process Performance in English Language Learners
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Introduction

* Second Language (L2) Learners perform poorer mm. MTD (n = 20)

than their first language (L1) peers in all areas of
the writing process, in particular: planning,

translatlon, accuracy, and revision (seal, 1906; seare, 2000;
Campbell, 1990; Hafernik, 1990; Hu, 1982; Kobayashi, 1992; La Paz & Sherman, 2013; Moragne e
Silva, 1991; Silva, 1993; Stevenson et al., 2006; Stevenson, 2005; Uzawa & Cumming, 1989).

* Hayes and Flower (1980) defined writing as a
recursive process that includes planning,
translating, and revising.

« Survey research found that writing instruction
is conducted in a linear fashion, over extended
periods of time (iert & raham, 2010).

* First and second language proficiency levels
impact writing process performance, as does
task com pIexity (Kuiken & Vedder, 2012; Robinson, 2009).
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* Wang and Wen (2002) used the Hayes and
Flower (1980) model to account for English
Language Learners’ differences, suggesting that
task examination and generation are L2
dominant processes, while process controlling,
idea generation, and origination are first
language dominant.

*The purpose of the present investigation is to
compare how bilingual (ELLs) and monolingual
(MTD) 6th grade students attend to all three
components of the Hayes and Flower (1980)
model of the writing process in a linear manner.

The research questions are:
1. Are there between group differences (ELL,

MTD) on measures representing planning,
translating, and revising?

2. Are there within group differences from first
drafts to final copies?
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Sample

Mean Age in 11.55 11.50
Years (SD = .69) (SD = .69)
Mef{r;a'\:'soz';er s 12.44 13.28
et (SD =2.41) (SD=1.41)
Girls : Boys 9:11 9:11
GRADE Reading Test (Williams, 2001)
Vocabulary —
Scaled Score® | 100-2(12.83)  108.89 (13.84)
Total Test
Composite- 99.65(13.21)  107.20 (12.10)

Scaled Score

*p<.05

Procedures Discussion

writing process in sixth grade students.

» This data is a subset of data from a larger study evaluating the * This exploratory study provides descriptive

information about writing process

* Writing samples were collected across three days, one for: 1) performance between bilingual and
planning; 2) translating; and 3) revising.

* Language transcription techniques (koutsoftas & Gray, 2013; Puranik et al., 2008;
Wagner et al.,, 2001) Were used to analyze writing samples.

Results

monolingual 6t grade students.

* No significant differences were observed
on planning, translating, and revising
measures, suggesting that bilingualism and
the language differences associated with
English language acquisition may not
negatively impact these abilities; especially
by the 6t grade.

* Descriptively, bilinguals outperformed
monolingual peers on measures of planning,
] translating, and revising.

* Bilinguals appear similar to
monolinguals in the areas of:
translation and accuracy.

Planning: Translating - Translating - Translating - Revising - * Accounting for SES and reading ability,
Complexity: Accuracy: Complexity: Accuracy: we speculate that bilingual students
show potential advantages over their
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Mechanics:

engaging writing prompt likely
contributed to relatively strong writing
samples for all students in this study.
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C mm A larger sample size is necessary to
F - confirm these findings.
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* Six-traits writing rubric
(Education Northwest, 2006).
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