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Abstract

The aim of the current study is to find out whetkategy training with the use of visual aids ne-priting
section of EFL writing classes has any facilitatefeect on L2 writing development. Even though anber of
studiesconfirmed that strategy training has a positive impact on L2 writing skills (Kobayashi and Rinnert, 2008;
Ong and Zahan, 2010; Shi; 1998; among many others) the role of visual aids as a supplementary tool has not
been obscured yet. Hence, the current study tatgetfghlight whether a strategy training by emphayfour
distinct visual aids in pre-writing phase influeade2 writing in a positive way. For the purposeshs current
study, twenty participants (ten as experimental @mdas control group members) were recruited wolantary
basis. Strategy training consisted of four one-hemgsions in which a different aspect of L2 writsugh as
generating ideas, outlining, extending the text] agflection was practiced via visuals. Data caitet tools
were pre and post English writing exams and a ¢uestire. Data were analyzed both qualitatively and
quantitatively. The results revealed a significdifterence between the control and experimentalgso This
finding suggests that strategy trainings lead tseolmble progress in L2 writing scores. Moreovasyal that
was related to text organization was also foundbeothe most effective tool while concept maps thate
employed to generate ideas were favored less byatipants.
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1. Introduction

Writing being one of the productive skills may kefided as an ability to compose in order to coraegessage
when it is confined to the formal instructionaltseg (Grabe and Kaplan, 1996). Moreover, it is anptex skill
requiring learners to take each component of vgifpinocess into consideration and to transform dea iin a
well-organized way. Its complexity arises from timerplay among cognitive processes such as plannin
transcription and revision (Manchon et al. 2000jalie and Kaplan (1996) elaborates on this complexit
highlighting multilayered figure involving threevels which are sentential, whole-text and writeader levels
(p. 81). All these layers interact with both sudaand deep level linguistic features resulting imasiety of
writing products. Thus, at the instructional lexeflching writing skill to learners is a very clkaljing task.

The difficulty increases when the focus is shiftedm writing development in L1 to L2 as some other
intervening factors such as the proficiency leviethe students and teaching and the learning costeuld be
added into the overall discussion of teaching nyiti

2. Literature Review

As for the effect of the learners’ proficiency lé&en the overall achievement of writing in L2, theare
different perspectives each of which was suppobted variety of research. The first line of resbasaggests
that writing ability and the proficiency level did learners are independent from each other (Laviasphy and
Marin, 2002). These studies attribute the achieveroefailure of learners in L2 writing classestheir ability
to use general problem solving mechanism and twan@f there is any) from their L1 composition kil
(Brooks, 1985; Cumming et al. 1989; Zamel, 1983; among many others). The others claim that theranis
interaction between writing skill development amd@rhers’ proficiency levels as learners’ expresssojust
limited to their linguistic knowledge (Yau, 1998Ithough there is no consensus on the relationséipieen the
proficiency and writing skill development in L2, i$ obvious that learners are expected to reackriio
threshold level in order to produce something in&2proposed by Cummins (1991).

Then; due to these intervening factors involved, teaching writing in L2 calls for more atfiol training processes
than L1 writing. Thus, instructors teaching writimg L2 classes have to provide the most effectesching
environment that would foster learners’ writing lailgis by raising their cognitive awareness in thigting
processes (Zhu, 2010). In addition to that, as mb#te studies carried out so far emphasize tigaitiwe aspect
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of it highlighting the fact that it is recursiveyatic and interactive, teaching implications haweb centered on
the techniques that would contribute to these d¢ognprocesses. One of the most common technidussate

employed is the strategy training since it is nmdee a mental probe or exercise for learners Igttirem to gain

control over the implicit cognitive processes inxaal in writing in L2.

Leki (1995) identifies two sets of strategy tramin the literature of L2 writing. The first onelearner oriented
whereas the latter is more task oriented. In thenéo, it has been claimed that the strategies ghatild be
taught to less skilled writers should be determibaded on the analysis of what good writers ddéirtL2

writing (Zamel, 1983). Thus, it involves severages. Initially, instructors should have clearesid for the
description of a “good writer”. Then, all cognitiygrocesses that good writers go through involvipgcgic

strategies used by writers under certain circuntgtsushould be explicitly defined so that they cardught and
practiced with the less skilled writers. With thecend set of strategy training, it has been mdaattlearners
should be trained to cope with different tasksaaich(James, 1993). Hence, the focus shifts fronmégs/writers
to the tasks and the achievement depends on timefsacapability to handle with this particulaska. In brief,
within that framework, strategic writers are theesmho can adopt themselves to the requirementedask in
the most efficient way. In brief, the role of thesiructor in such a setting is to provide abundamgéeng tasks
that would force writers to employ a variety of odiye strategies.

As for the purposes of the current study, the typstrategy training provided falls under the setcategory
focusing on the tasks itself since the scope ofthdy is limited to learners’ writing skill devgdment which is
aimed to be fostered via four particular strategyning sessions consisting of four different taska the other
hand, defining “good writers” and deciding on thi¢ecia that may be taught to less-skilled writesrdeyond the
scope of this study. Moreover, there will be onhe@articular strategy used which is to involveuglsaids in
writing training and which has not been validateda effective strategy employed in writing yetuhstrategy
training carried out as for the purposes of theenirstudy is more in line with the task orienteg .o

When compared to research on the cognitive processes involved in L2 writing (Friedlander,1990; Gaskill, 1986;
Raimes, 1985; Silva, 1993; Zamel 1982, 1983), strategy training and its relation to L2 writing development has
been very limited. Furthermore, as every singleaesher’s perception of strategy training in L2ting context
differs, there are a number of studies entitledtestegy training in L2 writing differing to a gteextent with
respect to their content. In order to indicate H#agability, five different studies focusing oretstrategy training
from different angles will be discussed below.

Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008) have investigatedeffects of intensive strategy training in writingogided in
both L1 (Japanese) and L2 (English). 28 first y&adents at a university context took part in thelg Data
gathered via two open ended writing prompts (ongaipanese, the other in English) and via in-deg#riiews
which served as supplementary data. Researchehgzadidearners’ writings and concluded that L1 ingt
training helped learners to gain clarity and orédjiy in their L1 writings whereas the trainingli@ let them pay
more attention to the statement of the stance eatvéiny beginning while writing in English. In shoit was
found out that strategy training may manipulaterieess’ tendencies. Moreover, these tendencies raagobed
in a different fashion in distinct languages. Orearners receive explicit training, their writings both
languages differ accordingly.

In another study, Piper (1989) focuses on the eixphriting instruction in L2 setting and its effscin the
writing skill development. Although there is no fieular strategy training in this study, it is dmsttive in its
being one of the earliest studies testing the tffecess of explicit teaching in writing. When dgtthered from
learners were analyzed, it was found out that ames® rising with explicit writing instruction helppéearners to
produce much better samples of writings.

Although the scope of these studies mentioned alsonet restricted to a specific stage and to a@ifipdype of
strategy, there are also some other studies highiig the training of a particular task. To illut, Shi (1998)
have tested whether peer discussions and teaahalideussions in pre-writing sessions had an efiecthe
overall writing development of learners. There wiemty seven learners who were asked to write thi#erent
opinion essays under three different condition®miscussion, teacher-led discussion, no discusinthe
pre-writing sessions. The author reported thateteas no statistically significant difference amangups even
though learners’ writings differed both quantitativand qualitatively (p. 337). More specificaltijose having
no discussion in the pre-writing sessions produoeder texts, which was claimed to be one of theeeted
results since learners had more time that theyspand on writing. On the other hand, teacher-ledudisions
let learners produce shorter but more organizets t@Rile peer discussions increased the varietyooabulary
choices of learners. Thus, Shi (1998) claimed fhatwriting activities facilitate the writing process for sure;
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yet, instructors should decide on the type of sgqgain accordance with their teaching objectives.

In addition to the strategies employed by instrigton the pre-writing session, there is a more mectudy
conducted by Ong and Zhan (2010) testing the effé¢ask complexity in pre-writing sessions allwhich
target a different strategy. Ong and Zhan (201@uded on three factors that would manipulate tis& ta
complexity in pre-writing: availability of planninime, provision of ideas, and draft availabilify. £18). One
hundred and eight Chinese EFL learners who weredaskwrite three different argumentative essajyée(ed
with respect to pre-writing task determined by faetors above) were recruited in the study. Thailtes
indicated that as learners engage in more prengritask lexical complexity and the fluency in theiritings
increased. In brief, based on the findings it waggested that instructors should use a varietyrefwriting
strategies in writing classes.

Last but not least, there is also another studyding on the use of multi-media based concept magpand
online reading before writing in pre-writing (ZaigD11). One hundred and eighteen Arabic EFL learndro
were reported to be proficient computer users veivadled into three different groups. The first goowas
trained with multimedia concept mapping in the piiting session whereas the second group did sattieeo
reading before writing. The last group did not reeeany training as a control group. All these grewere
asked to write three drafts for opinion essays pseawriting activity. At the end of the study,was found out
that multimedia concept mapping is the most effectvay in pre-writing followed by online readingtiaty
before writing enabling learners to write longedaither texts when compared to results of therobgiroup
(Zaid, 2011). In short, when novel ways of handhlmvith a writing task are taught, learners beneéitf those to
a great extent.

As it is obvious with the studies cited so farctéiag particular strategies to learners throughrgety of tasks in
specifically pre-writing sessions foster learnaxsiting ability. All these trainings provide leamsea kind of
mental exercise through which they gain autonomgantrolling the underlying processes of writinchus,
strategy training plays a crucial role in L2 wrgidevelopment.

Although there are a number of studies focusinghenstrategy training in the pre writing sessiordassussed
above, the use and the effectiveness of visual asda pre writing activity in strategy trainingadse of the
understudied areas in L2 writing agenda. When coetp#o other tools used in pre-writing sessiony thee
distinct as they have been proved to be signifiagantonstructing a mental representation (Lowe, 3)99
Keeping these in mind, this study would shed sagta lon the interaction between EFL writing devetemt
and strategy training.

The current study will try to find answers for tf@lowing questions: Does the use of visual aid¢eiaching
writing lead any increase in EFL students’ writisgores? If yes, what type of effect does it havethenL2
writing development? If no, what are some possibBsons leading this non-interactional relationgl@épveen
L2 writing development and strategy training?

3. Methodology
3.1 Research Context

Participants of this study were freshman studerits were enrolled to a state university in Turkey dneir
placement was based on their scores both in theergily entrance exam and scores in the state&igior
language exam. Thus, their overall academic sucgassassumed to be more or less homogeneous.atitie
beginning of each academic year, English ProfigieBgam (henceforth EPE) was administered to freshma
students in order to gain deeper insight of stugldr2 proficiency level. Based on the results, soext¢ra
trainings focusing on the most problematic partshef test were organized. Students were free ematthese
extra trainings although those scored less tham20f 40 were strongly advised to participate.

This particular study was also part of these etxamings focusing on the writing skill developmeBased on
the results obtained from EPE, it was observed migjbrity of students had problems in their composal

skills. Those scored less than 20 out 40 in théingricomponent of EPE were strongly recommendethie

part in the extra training while only ten of themwlunteered to do so. At the beginning of the tragniinformed
consents were obtained from all participants.

3.2 Participants

There were two groups: the experimental group stingj of ten freshman students (eight female, tvadejrand
the control group involving ten freshman studefitee(female, five male). The mean age for the eixpental
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group was 20.9 whereas it was 18.9 for the comrolp. In terms of their academic achievement, theye
supposed to be highly similar to each other basedhe scores of the state’s university entrancemexa
Participants’ overall L2 proficiency was not regagldas a variable as the scope of this study igddrto writing
proficiency of the participants. That's why, theeaall results with respect to participants’ prafincy levels
were excluded from the discussion. Neverthelessag obvious that the relationship among strategiying,
participants’ overall L2 proficiency and L2 writingroficiency would bring in a distinct dimension tbe
interpretation of the results, which may be furtimmestigated.

3.3 Materials

As for the purposes of this study, four distinatual aids were used in trainings in four subsequeeks. These
materials were ordered in line with Flower and Hay#984) writing process model which focuses orédhr
components in composing (i.e. the composing pracesbe task environment and the writer's long term
memory). The composing processor is composed ofege®s such as planning, translating, reviewingd, an
monitoring (cited in Grabe & Kaplan, p.91). Thuse tsequence of the tasks was determined in aca#deith
these writing processes. The first task includegtiie prompt questions focusing on particular tetgées such
as expanding, extending, and elaborating. With tde&, learners were trained to enlarge their ideas more
organized and detailed manner. The theme for disis Was cooperative learning which was supposée tuite
familiar topic covered in one of their courses. Beeond task was forming a kind of concept majs mbainly
used to generate ideas and to highlight the relshipp between these ideas. The theme selectelisaiask was
housing which was believed to attract participaat&ntion. The third task was to complete a teteplehich
consisted of five subsections asking specific qomst(i.e. topic, introduction, main idea, suppugtdetails, and
conclusion). When participants completed the tetepd@swering the questions, there appeared a vwghized
paragraph. The theme for this task was studentitees at the campus. The last task aimed at misin
participants’ awareness of their own feelings, klemlge, details, interest, and value in composinga lway,
they were asked to take reader’s stance so thathidnee a critical point of view of what they writ€hus, this
task served for reflection purposes mostly. In 'eohthe theme, participants were free to work dopic they
like.

With all these tasks, the focus was on writing egeaph since this was the first time for thesdestis that they
were explicitly trained in composing in L2 by usimigual aids. Furthermore, when this study was ootetl,

students already started to attend to their cowasése department. One of these courses was aglyaaading
and writing skills involving some explicit teachiog L2 writing, too.

In addition to these tasks, there were two instmmevhich were pre and posttests of EPE’s writiectisn and
the questionnaire administered at the end of trgiim order to see participants’ reflections on tifaéning. The
pre and post tests were evaluated by two diffenaiers. On the other hand, the questionnaire iecldive open
ended questions in participants’ L1 (Turkish) amel tesults were analyzed by the researcher.

3.4 Procedure

At the beginning of the semester, EPE was admmidtand the writing component was accepted to be th
pretest of the current study. Based on the reslltstudents scoring 20 and below out of 40 wehased to take
part in the trainings although 10 students voluseéeto do so. The experimental group included thEse
participants.

The experimental group attended to four trainimgfour subsequent weeks. These training were irdime of
all-at-once type teaching in which all steps of thsk were conducted at one time. This technique wa
deliberately employed based on the results revdalddansdell et al. (2002). They (2002) claim thi&at-once
strategy resulted in higher fluency and accuracemwi was compared to step-by-step fashion (p..18&¢h
training session lasted approximately an hour aadesl with a discussion of the theme of that fastrder to
activate participants’ schemata on that theme.rAfterm up session, the researcher introduced thtegy and
explained what they were supposed to do. Lates, @®up they composed a paragraph having smallsigmns
on the questions raised in the tasks. Afterwardstigipants were asked to form their own paragraphgking
use of the strategy that was practiced. In additiothat, participants were allowed to use dicticegand to
share their ideas with their friends. At the endledf each session, participants’ writings wereemtéld but no
feedback was provided so as not to bias resultiseostudy with the possible interference from fesh When
the study was completed, all writings were giveokbe participants with the written corrective feadk on
them.

When trainings ended, the questionnaire with fiperoended questions asking for participants’ réfles on
the effectiveness of the use of these visual amdgheir writing development was administered to the
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experimental group. It was in Turkish in order tdghparticipants to express themselves in a musieeaay.

Lastly, in order to see if there is a change irtip@ants’ L2 writing skills, only writing compon¢iof a different
EPE as a post test was administered to both theriexgntal and the control groups. In line with @gts (2003)
claim that holistic scoring in L2 writing leads neohomogenous scores, both pre and post tests weleated
by two different raters holistically.

3.5 Data Analysis

As there were both qualitative and quantitativeadahalysis carried out for basic two tools, nanpeéyand post
tests and the questionnaire differed. Quantitatiata were analyzed by comparing the mean scorédseqgfre

and posttests to see if there is any change byingmpaired sample t-test analysis in SPSS 21. Gitiak data
analysis was carried out by sorting out co-occgrpatterns in answers for each question. Afterethmstterns
were detected, frequency of each was calculatemtder to find out participants’ their own evaluatiof the

process.

4, Results

In order to find out whether strategy training cisiny improvements in EFL writing means for boté and
posttests of the experimental and control group® walculated and compared. The means and SDsavielgd
in Table 1. As it is obvious with the Table 1, meani the control group in both pre and posttesteeviigher
than scores of the experimental group.

Tablel. The results of the pre and post tests

Pre-test Post-test
Experimental group M =15.3 SD =4.001 M=18.7 SD=2.75
Control group M =26.6 SD =5.337 M =28.2 SD =4.077

More specifically, based on the mean scores, aatits in the control group seemed to be more sséaethan

the experimental group in L2 writing under two teshditions. However, since this study seeks torfigut any
influence stemming from strategy training, the eliféince between pre and posttests for two groups was
examined. Hence, instead of contrasting the mearesdetween experimental and control groups, pdepast

test results within groups were analyzed to reaeglimpact depending on availability of the stratargining.

A further analysis of paired samples t-test resuétgealed a statistically significant differencer fthe

experimental group; t(9) = -3.511, p < 0.05 whereas no difference for the control group; t(9) = -1.206, p > 0.05.
Thus, strategy training by using visual aids seeneetiave an effect on EFL learners’ compositionghe

experimental group. Nonetheless, the control gropps and posttest scores did not signal any dicant

change though the means were comparatively hidizer the experimental groups’ in both pre and psisttén

brief, it was made obvious that strategy trainieguited in an increase in EFL writing scores.

Then, in line with the previous studies (Kobayashi and Rinnert, 2008; Piper, 1989; Shi, 1998; Zaid, 2011 among
many others) this finding suggests that involvenana particular strategy training in the pre-wrifisession
influenced EFL participants’ writings in a positivay. As revealed by the statistically significdifference, the
experimental group’s L2 writing improved when theiting was over. In accordance with Shi (1998gategy
training was observed to be a useful practice irelbping EFL learners’ writing skills.

As the discussion makes it clear, relying solelysoores of the writing tests would provide us noyveé
understanding participants’ feelings and perceptiohthe training that they received. Thus, answerspen
ended questions of the questionnaire were expdotstied some light on these reflections. To begth,vin
order to provide a more unified picture, the answeere collected under three subheadings.

The first subheading was about participants’ pertbpes on the effectiveness of the training. All thie

participants confirmed that the training with visaads was useful. When they were asked to elabaratthe
contribution, four participants stated that thewrfeed how to write a well-organized paragraph wiile

expressed that they got faster in composing a papag |t is obvious that training raised awarerteas enable
participants to evaluate effectiveness of it.

The second part was related to possible contribstithat were believed to result from the trainikgur
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participants claimed that they learned the vitahponents of a well-organized paragraph while tlokthem
stated that they benefitted from trainings focusimgexpanding their ideas in a more effective viayaddition
to these, two participants stated that they gaomdrol over the ways of generating new ideas thincthhe use
of concept maps. Lastly, one participant reported $/he felt that his/her writing skills in gerldraproved.

Table 2. Reflections on the effectiveness of tiskda

Tasks Frequency
Stretching Ideas on “Cooperative Learning” 50%
Concept Map on “Housing” 10%
Template for writing an explanation about “Studaativities at Campus” 30%
Reflection on feelings, knowledge and interestdmposing 10%

As indicated in Table 2, the last part was aboattdsk type. Majority of the participants claimédttthe most
effective task was the first task consisting oisual which guides participants to stretch the@aisl The second
one was the template that involved an outline paeagraph leaving gaps for its subsections sudheasopic
sentence, supporting details and conclusiBarticipants’ tendencies signaled that they fouigbal aids
highlighting the organization of a paragraph moseful than other visuals which were mainly usedd¢aerate
ideas.

As it is clear with the results of qualitative daparticipants reported that they benefitted frdma training.
Furthermore, they claimed that they learned basatures of a well-organized paragraph, which wss elident
in their ratings of the most effective task of th&ning. The main goal of these tasks was to hedpners build
up a paragraph in a step by step fashion by @giinswers for particular questions. In a way,ntlaén concern
was the organization of a text.

In brief, the results obtained from both qualitatigsnd quantitative data in the study revealed strategy
training by using visual aids that tap distinctexgp of L2 writing process was a practical toot tw@uld be used
to foster EFL writing skills.

5. Discussion and Conclusion

As discussed earlier, the aim of this study watesbt whether strategy training consisting of visaids had an
impact on EFL writing proficiency. The analysis adita indicated that the writing scores of partinipawho
took part in the strategy training increased sigaiitly. In line with the results of the many otls¢ndies such as
Kobayashi and Rinnert (2008), Piper (1989), ShBg)9Zaid (2011), this study signaled a positivituence of
strategy training on EFL writing.

Further analysis of participants’ reflections destoaied that participants found the training usefdbre
specifically, they noted that they learned how ¢anpose and gained some speed in their productioceps.
Additionally, this training seemed to serve for agr@ess-raising purposes as well since some ofatteipants
stated that they became more aware of processely@avin EFL writing.

Lastly, although some stated that concept mapsvibat used to generate ideas in the training sessi@re
highly practical tools, the tasks that lay out thgt organization explicitly were claimed to be ma@ffective
than the others. In a similar vein, Kobayashi amhBrt (2008) highlight the impact of training of[Ewriting

by noting that “the L2 training induced studentsattopt a basic schema”. Hence, it can be argueadetRia
writers who receive L2 strategy training become evgkilled writers since they resort to meta-knowkdbout
the schema/outline of the text organization in agreffective way.

Additionally, it is significant to note that the garimental group consisted of participants who mtdeared to
improve their writing skills. Thus, their motivaticalong with the training which provided them expractice
might be one of the reasons that added to thetmgrscores in the post test. Zaid (2011) statasphe-writing
techniques make EFL learners feel more respongilegenerating ideas and composing in general. The
combined effect of all these emotional aspects tilativation might have provided a further suppant their
success in the post test. All of these might als@iie of the many other reasons that guide leameéhgir L2
writing skill development, which could be furthewestigated in future studies. Besides, Grabe &l&@aplaim
that “Many strategy training studies have demotsttasuccess in teaching students specific techsiqne
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strategies, but few have demonstrated that theniggbs can be transferred to contexts beyond tkeifgp
training environment” (1996, p. 130). Thus, londinal studies might be conducted to see the lomgeftects
of these strategy trainings on EFL writing.

All in all, “Research on writing tasks in classro@mvironments has shown that certain pre-writirtjvaies are
particularly useful for students” (Grabe & Kapld996, p. 246) and strategy training using visudbait this
specific context was proved to make a differenc&Hi learners’ writing scores. Based on the analgsithe
writing scores, the increase in the post test scavas found to be meaningful. Moreover, participant
predominantly stated that they benefitted from $askich focused on the organization of a paragrapkhort,
the overall results reveal that there is a disiimcbetween the control and the experimental graopkeir post
test scores and that there are some positive fieftesc of the trainings such as awareness raisinghén
organization of a paragraph and learning new wayggeherate ideas.

Still, the current study is not without its limitams. First of all, it could have been better teolve more
participants, which would definitely provide morebust statistical results. In addition to that, soother
variables such as motivation, overall L2 proficigrend duration of the training might be involvesivariables
in further studies.
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