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DO ESL WRITERS THINK IN L1 OR L27

Chun Chung Lin

Writing has become an important part of English as & second language programs
at most levels in Taiwan since the late 1970s. 1t is a required course lor English majors
at the college or university levels in Taiwan., The inclusion of writing in English pro-
grams in recent years and wide acceplance of writing as a utilitarian skiil by the gencral
public speak for the imporiance of writing in our schools and society. llowever, the
sad statle of affairs in our profession is that stressing writing in ESL does not guarantee
ts success at the end of a program. The effectiveness of a program depends 1o a large
cxtent on theoretical orientation, teaching materials, and pedagogy. As a matter of
fact, teaching writing has posed a tremendous problem to the teachers and learning
writing has becn a hard task for the ESL learners all over the world and here in Taiwan
therc are no exceptions. The aim of this paper is to find answers to our problem in
the title by examining rescarch in the literature, responses from student surveys, and
samples of student writing. The term ESL, English as a second language, is used in-
terchangeably with EFL, English as a foreign language in our situation. L1 refers to
a writer's primary or native language and L2 refers 1o a writer’s second or foreign
language, which in our case is English as the first loreign language.

Review of the Literature

Since the impetus given by Emig (1971} to the consciousness of writing as a pro-
cess, composing processes in the primary language have been widely studied in the last
two decades or so (Ney, 1974 Emig, 1979; Perl, 1979, Pianko, 1979, 1982; Steinberg,
1980; Faigley and Witte, 1981, Flower and Hayes, 1980a, 1580b, 1981, 1984, Kose,
1984, 1983; Flower et al. 1986; Hillocks, 1986; Hufl and Kline, 1987}, Briefly speak-
ing, composing processes have been categorized inte the prewriting, writing, and
rewriting processes together with other organizing subprocesses. Thess composing
processes as production strategics in writing have alse been borne cut in experiments
{Page, 1974; Perl, 1979, Pianko, 1979; Matsuhashi, 1981, Stallard, 1974).

ESL researchers and tcachers soon learned from the composing processes rescarch
in L1 and applied these composing processes to their ESL students in the classroom
and resgarch. A process-oriented approach took the place of the form and correctness
of a finished product. Ungraded and uncorrected journals, writien brainstroming, and
content-based academic writing have been used in teaching ESL writing to maximize
the cffectivencss of compoesing processes (Spack and Sadow, 1983; Taylor, 1981:
Zamel, 1982; Shih, 1986). .

Writing processes in ESL have also been investigated by other rescarchers
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{(Edelsky, 1982; Lay, 1982; Zamel, 1982, 1983; Jones, 1985; Raimes, 1985; Arndt,
1988). Most of these studies have noted the similaritics between composing in L1 and
L2 However, the use of L1 and translation from L1 to L2 found in their research are
most relevant to our interest and focus of study. Zamel’s (1982) most proficient
subject, a graduate student in English, wrote first in her native language and then
transtated it into English. Lay’s {1982) subjects did somewhat differently in this
respect.  One of her students translated key words into her first language to get a
stronger impression and association of ideas for the essay in her thinking and planning.
But essays with such code switches werc judged by Zamcl to be “of better quality in
terms of ideas, organization and details.” Zamel’s Chinese subject did almost the same
thing. “If 1 have an idea, but I don't have the words, 1 write it in Chinese so that 1
don’t lose it” (Zamel, 1983:179), Apparently, thinking in L1 has been involved in
these BSL writers even though the researchers did not touch on this aspect in the
writers’ complicated composing processes. Nevertheless, these writers tended to think
in L1 rather than L2 in their composing processes. '

Also directly related to our study of thinking in writing is Kaplan {1966, 1967),
comparing Greco-European rehetoric against principles and rules of written discourse
in other cultures. Kaplan (1972 1) clucidated his basic idea:

It is apparent but not obvious that, at least to a very large extent, the crganization of
a paragraph, written in any language hy any individual who is not a native speaker of that
language will carry the dominant jmprint of that individual's culturally coded orientation
to the phenomenological world in which he Hves and which he ts bound to interpret
largely through the avenues available to him in his language.

Kaplan (1967) cited many examples of paragraph structures in other languages deviat-
ing from these in English. He paid particular attention to Oricntal languages, con-
cluding that Chirese and Korean are circular in development while English is linear.
However, he gave no examples written by Chinese students in his paper.

Kaplan (1972) went on to search for the source of Chinese rhetoric in the Eight-
Legeed Essay, and quoted a fifteenth-century author to prove parallels between ancient
Chinese writing and compositions by contemporary Chinese students studving in the
United States. His judgment was that the structure under scrutiny “is obviousty not
strong in its logic... and the paragraphs werc conceived in pairs as complementing and
completing each other (Kaplan, 1972:49). Among other things, Kaplan (1972} also
remarked that some Oriental writing 18 marked by what may be called *an approach by
indirection™.

Of course, Kaplan attributed the awkward and unnecessarily indirect paragraph
development in Oriental writing to contrastive rhetoric, He also attempted to produce
a contrastive rhetoric for Chinese literature. However, Mohan and Lo {1985) strongly
objected to Kaplan’s contention. They preferred to explain the apparent differcnces
in terms of pedagogical approach, amount of writing practice, students” knowledge and
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general expericnce. Mohan and Lo cven gquoted Confucius and Mencius to prove that
structures in Chinesc are not dilferent From those in English,

Lin (1989} scrutinized  Kaplan's contention and found Kaplan’s weaknesses in
selecting the Eighi-Tegged Fssay for comparisicn with contemporary narratives.
Kaplan®s types of text for analysis were not clearly specified and limited. Lin did
agree with Kaplan that ESL paragraph structure written by Chinese university students
is somewhat different; however, he confended tha’ there are commonalities or univer-
sals as well as specifics in L1 and 1.2 rhetoric. Contrastive rhetoric is limited 1o specifics
in LI, which arc ncgatively transierred to L2 in writing. However, commonalities are
positively transferred to L2, From this perspective, rescarch in thinking and its re-
lation to writing should seek structural universals and specifics in L1 and in L2,

Lin (1989 also refuted Mohan and Lo’s claim that Chinese paragraph structure is
the samme as that in English and had serious doubts about the methods they adopted to
rcach their conclusions.  Most importantly, Lin rejecied Mohan and Lo’s conclusion
that difficulties in ESL academic writing are due to developmental factors because
their subjects between 16 and 335 years ol age were unable to write in 1.2 competently
by transferring from L1, :

After having examined his protocols and considered other cases in the literature
from the top-down and bottom-up processing perspectives, Lin (1989) suggested that
BEHEL writers think in L1 which is their dominant language in use. However, such a
suggestion is only limited to his subjects or ESL writers who arc not bilinguals in a
strict sensc.  Moreover, by investigating his student surveys and interviews and com-
paring remarks made by his subjects with the protocols, Lin established that his
students were thinking at the sentence level in 1.1 while they were writing in L2, As
thinking in L1 and L2 at the discoursc level was beyond his study, no mention was
made about this respect in Lin's (1989) chapter on discussion.

Thinking and Inner Speech

Our comprehensive review of the literature with particular reference to thinking
and writing covered different approaches with various {ccuses.  Although it was sup-
posed to be an up-to-date review of thinking and writing in 1.1 and L2, no clearly
delineated answers could be feund- to our satisfaction. It is advisable, therefore, for
us to lackle our problem from other academic disciplines. First of all, we may define
“thinking™ and then clarify the relations of thinking with language.

The Russian psychologist YVygotsky {1962) may give us the best definition of
thinking and the best description of the interrelationship ol thinkihg and language.
According to Vygeisky, verbal thinking covers the greatest part of thinking. Our
thinking in writing is verbal thinking. or the sake ol brevity, we will use thinking to
refer to verbal thinking in this paper.

The concept of inner specch propoesed by Vygotsky explains how d writer con-
creives meanings and conveys them to his rcaders:
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Inner speech is not the inferior aspect of external speech. . . . it is a function in itself, It
still remains spesch, ie., thought connected with words. But while in external speech
thought is embodied in words, in inner speech words die as they bring forth thought.
Inner speech is to a large extent thinking in pure meanings. It is a dynamic, shifting,
unstable thing, fluttering between words and thought, the two more or less stable, more
or less firmly delineated components of verbal thought {Vygotsky, 1962:149).

Inner speech is thinking in pure meanings, [t connects words and thought.
We think in pure meanings of words, but in inner speech, words die they they bring
forth thought. Inner speech is the most important part of thinking in writing. Ideas to
write about are generated at this stage. Inner speech will become external speech in its
written form by putting in words in their syntactic framework. Therefore, writers
need vocabulary items to draw on meanings and syntactic devices to connect these
items in good syntactic order and form.

Vypotsky regards inner speech as an autonomous speech function: itis a distinct
plane of verbal thought. This inner plane of verbal thought will move from inner to
outer planes, “from the motive which engenders a thought ico the shaping of the
thought, first in inner speech, then in the meanings of words, and finally in words
(Vygotsky: 1962;152).

We think Vyegotsky's model of verbal thinking involving inner speech, meanings
of words and words is a good concept. Moreover, this model seems to be the process
of our verbal thinking in writing. For thesc two reasons, we would like to accept
Vypotsky’s model of thinking as our theoretical base in identifying in which language
ESL writers think.

Thinking in L1 at the Sentence Level

Theoretically, in writing, a monolingual will always think in L1 since he does not
have any L2; however, a bilingual will have a free choice of using either L1 or L2. But
to be more exact, we have to specify in which langnage a bilingual writes and thinks,
Naturally, we would assume that a bilingual will think in L1 if he writes in L1 which is
his dominant language. A bilingual will have a free choice of thinking in L2 only if his
competence in L2 js better than or egual to his competence in L1; or, he may do so if
he has been accustomed to thinking in L2 due to environmental factors or social and
personal preference. In our real world, our assumptions may be accepted by the
laypersons. [n theory, our assumptions can stand as a bilingual will naturally use his
dominant L1 in thinking unless he or she is compelled to do so for the reason of
language acquisition. Perhaps no one will find fault with the hypothesis of a mono-
lingual’s use of L1. But our theoretical hypotheses of a bilingual’s choice of L1 and L2
may not count if we have no empirical data to support our assumptions. Therefore,
an examination of existent and further data in light of Vygoisky's model may be
necessary in order to find theoretically based answers to our question in the title.

It goes without saying that when an ESL writer writes in L1 he or she thinks in
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LY. Zamel's (1982} graduate siudent who first wrote in her native language and then
transiated it into English must have thought in L1 without doubt. There was no rcason
for her to retrieve meanings from her L2 while thinking and writing in L1.

Lay’s (1982} subject translated key words into L1 to get a stronger impression
and association of ideas. On one hand, this fact continms the truthfulness of Vyvgotsky's
concept of verbal thinking. On the other hand, it shows that the writer was thinking
in L1 in which he could gather and associate meanings from words in L1 in his verbal
thinking.

Zamel’s {1983} Chinese subject used L1 to write an idea in Chinese. The subject
did this for two reasons: There were no words in L2 to express it and without doing
sc the ideca coming up might be lost. This cxample empirically verifies the function of
inner specch in association with the meanings of words and words in Vygotsky’s modcl
of verbal thinking. It also verifies the fultiering nature of inner speech. It further
verilies that at least the subject partially used L1 in thinking. The subject might totally
use L1 in verbal thinking while wrniting. This is only assumed to be so because there
was not suffucient information available for this case to enable us to make a conclusive
judgment,

BESL writers’ use of L1 in thinking is further confirmed by Lin’s (1989) subjeccts.
A subject mistakenly used “clawn™ to take the place cof the right word “climbed”
“Clawn” is apparently an incorrect form of “clawed”, the past tense of ‘claw™ as a
verb.  “Claw™ and “‘climb” are represented by two different Chinese characters with
the same pronunciation, “pa”. But their mcanings are different. This confusion of
claw and climb acutally came from the writer's memory from English-Chincse dic-
tionarics which ESL learners widely use in Taiwan. But the choice of “claw™ in writ-
ing clearly indicates to us that the writer was thinking in L1 and then translated that
word and meanings into L2 in his writing task.

Another interesting cxample from Lin (1589} also concerns the use of the mean-
ings of Chinese words in the sentence “A boy decorate like 2 cowbov.” The writer
meant ihat a boy isjwas dressed like a cowboy. The incorrectly used “decoraie™ was
Chinese in its stretched meaning. Ity use also shows that the writer thought in Chinese,
in L1.

Oné more exaniple in Lin’s (1989) data is the use of “slit” in the sentence that
follows: “Suddenly, from the slit of the leaves, we can see a little boy riding a bicycle
graduzlly approaches the pockets which is full of pomegranates.”™ In Chinese, plural
numbers are usually not marked and so we do not care whether there is a slit or many
glits. But in English, there must be many slits of leaves so that a person can scc a boy
at a distunce. Such a discrepancy of meaning and form in Chinese and FEnglish speaks
for the fact that the ESL writer under consideration was thinking in L1 and did not
care to make the necessary change in the meanings and forms in L2, The writer might
Just translate the meanings in Chinese into Bnglish and was not aware of the ncecssary
change in L2,

The examples given so far can confirm the value of Yygotsky's concept of verbal
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thinking with referencce to meanings and words. They can also convince us that these
ESL writers thought in L1 while working on their writing task in L2. But our examples
are mostly limited to the use of words in thinking and construction of sentences except
one case in which the writer translated the whole text from L1 to L2, Under such
" circumstances, it may be safe for us to say that ESL writers at this level of competence
in L2 tend to think in L1 at the sentence level. As to ESL writers’ thinking at the dis-
course level for the whole text, we have to examine other data before we can say any-
thing about it.

Thinking in L1 at the Paragraph Level

In order to verify our hypothesis in thinking in L1 at the paragraph level, we
should examine empirical data against our theoretical base and find our results from
them. Hopefully, such data should be generated by subjects who produce data under
normal conditions unconcious about our interest of study. As our focus of study is
on writers’ thinking in L1 or L2, we should collect dats in two languages on the same
subject matter. With such understandings on mind, protocols for analysis were written
by the same subjects in L1 and L2 on the basis of the same silent movie they watched
on two different occasions. The decision to choose a silent movie was to play down
the role of L1 or L2 which might affect data processing and data generation and think-
ing. The subjects were taken from itwo different groups. One group would start
writing in L} after watching the movie and another group would start writing in L2
after watching the same movie. A week later, the fwo groups would watch the same
movie and then write the same story in a language different from the one in which they
first wrote about the story,

The material used for eliciting protocols was a video tape entitled The Pear Srory
Film (Chafe, 1980). This tape is in color and has a sound frack, but there is no di-
aloguc. The subjects were 60 students in two intact classes of English. A total of 60
protocols in English and 60 protocols in Chincse were collected and analyzed. When
these protocols in Lt and L2 by the same subjects were compared in terms of overall
structure, paragraph development, and even word order, similaritics were found. We
will comment on them after our representative protocols have been presented.

Altogether, 7 episodes in English and 7 episcdes in Chinese are to be presented.
Each episode in L1 and L2 was written by the same person on two occastons. The
{irst three episodes were first written in the students’ L1, Chinesc, and then in their L2,
English. The last four episodes were written in the reverse order, English first and then
Chinesc. Generally, the seven cpisodes make up the Pear Story cven though many of
the facts might have been ignored by these wrifers. In each episode, an English version
15 followed by its Chinese version by the same author. The English versions are quoted
from the original without any change and correction. The versions from Chinese were
transtated by the rcsearcher. In translation, carve was taken to maintain the original
style and order as much as possible so that we might be able to trace the writers’
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thinking in writing.

Zpisode |

In & hol morning, o farmer was taking fruits on a ladder. He teok them one by one, all
ol a sudden there fell a guava, so he wend down the ladder, put all of the guavas which
were in his bag into a basket, then he took @ turn Lo pick up that guava, took off his
nectie 1o ¢lean it and put it in a busket, then he stood up, rised 1o the ladder again

(Englisl written after Chinese

On 4 sunny afternoor. a farmer was picking guavas on a ladder standing against the trunk
of a tree. te picked and picked and unconciously diopped one guave. $o he came down
the ladder and dumped the guavag from his bag in the front of his chest into a basket
under the tree. Then he tumed around and picked up that puava on the dry grass. He
teol off a silk bandana around his necl, wiped the dirt oftf his knees and climbed back o

the tree again. (Translated from Chinese.)

We can easily find that the English version serves as the embryo of the subject’s
Chinese version which way weitten before the English counterpart. One detail contain-
cd in the Chinese version 1s wiping the dirt off s knees. Almost all other things are
alrcady there in the English version. What makes the Chinese episode longer is more
semantic infromation and syntactic elaboration.  In English, the writer lacked the
word bandanna and used necktie instead. Instead of a basket, a bag was consistently
uscd both in English and Chinese in meaning. The writer’s choice of necklie and bag
might suggest that he thought in 1.1 and 1.2 while wriling and had to make a choice in
Fnghsh vocabulary tlems belore putting it down inie black and white. '

Lpisode 2
AU this moment, there was coming a shepherd with a sheep., When they walked heside

the three baskets, the smclied

N s Py 1 wrese laaid Tomnr oy P N N s s P S e oY
three hus 1 sheep smelied these guavas, but they soon went away. {English

written after Chinese )

Then camne a shepherd leading a goat. While passing the baskets, the goat smelled the
buskers. When they were shout to leave the shade of the tree, suddenly the goat
refused to move. The shepherd boy used all hils sirength to force his goat to go, {Trans-

lated fromn the Chinese.)

The two versions have almost the same first part of the episode. What the shorter
English version lacked is the goal-directed action of the goat and the shepherd. Bul the
complexity of telling these actions is compsensated by the simpler statement that “they
soon went away . Lrom this analysis we may well guess that the writer might have
associated these meanings in Chinese while writing in Inglish but had to eive up re-
presenting it in English since necessary words were not available for presenting the
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idea. Hence, he used a sunple staternent to summarize the actions.

Episnde 3

When the shepherd watked away, a boy riding a bicycle was coming near to the tree, he
stopped his bike under the tree, and he was going to pick up one of those fruits, but when
noticed 1hat the farmer was busy taking puvas and never taking care of him, so that he
litfted a basket of guavas and put it on his bike, then rode away quickly. (English written
after Chinese.)

Just 4t that moment, a boy riding a bicycle was coming from a long distance. He rode his
bicycle to the shade of the 1ree and saw the fruit in the baskets. So he dismounted, put
his bicycle aside, looked at the farmer in the tree, noticing the farmer did not pay any
attention to him. Then he went to the baskets. When he picked a guava, he saw that the
tarmer was not aware of his arrival at all. Therefore, hie greedily lifted a basket of guavas
and put it beside his bicycle. He picked up the bicycle, got on the bicycle, and placed
ilat basket of the guavas on the handlebar basket., He rode away. (Translated from
Chinese.)

Just like Episode 2, a series of actions arc omitted in the English verision. But the
basic frame of a series of actions is there. But we can sce what was omitted, apparently
not ignored, by the wriier had to do with the verbs in English and sevcral nouns.
Collocation of these verbs and nouns must be a hard task for the writer at the time of
fi1s writing.,  In such a case, il would be too bold for us to jump to the conclusion
that the writer did not think in English. He might have thought in Chinese; he might
+lso lave thought in Lnglish simultancously back and forth fluttering between
serrterices w1 a paragraph. We will comment on this after we have examined what the
sotlyects said ahout their thinking process.

Enisode 4
The boy guickly fled away. On the way he met another hoy riding a bike. That boy
took his liat and so his bike hil a stone and fell down. His leg hurt and the guavas were

filled in the ground. {English wiitten before Chinese.)

At this time, this boy was not only nervous but also excited emotionally. Suddenly, a
boy riding a bicycle was coming {rom the opposite direction. That boy approaching him
deliberately took the first boy's hat and threw it onto the ground. As the boy looked so
atlentively at the hat thrower, he unfortunately hit a rock. Then he and the bicycle fell
over and the pears spilled all over the ground. In the meantime, his fegs were hurt, But
Fie brushed the dirt off his trousers and then began to pick up the guavas. (Translated

tram Chinese.)
[t 15 interesling to note that two crvors were made by the writer:  The next
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person on a bicycele was a girl, and the hat was ITown away. The errors remained uncor-
rected in her second wriling even though the film was shown twice. We might think
that she was a careless person. But on closer examination, we find that her Chinese
narrative was carcfully done, with states of mind and a sequence of actions well taken
care of. Didn’t she think sbouf these finer aspects of narration in writing Fnglish?
Pid she think about them in Chinese while writing English but have 1o give them up
due to her lack of wrods in English? These arc the questions that we will consider
later, '

Episode 5

At that time, there were three boys saw the whole process on the tree. One ol the boys
with a pingpong ball stucking one something up and down. The voiee is the only voice in
the story. [t's a interesting and tempted part. Then these hoys helped the buy to pick up
the groupping fruits and they walked away. {English written before Chinese.)

But my friend, the accident was seen by three other boys. But they did not laugh at
him. On the contrary, they helped the small boy pick up the fruit on the ground back
into the basket, Yes, I remember that one of the three boys held a pingpong racket in
his hand all the time. That pingpong ball was sirung by a string. it praduced the only
sound effect in the film. That was very interesting.  After finishing up their preking np
the fruit, one of the boys removed the rock that hindered passage, This was the s
maving part of the whole film and it tosched me the most. Then they depuied s

each other. {Translated from Chinesc.)

[n both versions, the setting was clearly stated and the sound cifecl was in-
troduced and commented on. In the Chinese version, the author expressed her fuetings
and reaction from the episode. The only missing part in the English version is the
bicycle's hitting the rock and its cffect on the story teller. Was it due to failure in
memory or problems in lunguage use in 127 This point will be discussed in the nuxt
section.

Episode 6
When they watk a newr distance, they thut the boyv's it and they call the oy, They
give the hat buck to him. The boy sends them three fruits o order 1o eapress Iy thanks,

The three huoys are walking and euting the lruits, {English writien belfure Thinese.)

The boy continued his jowrney and siddenty heard wlosding. sarned back and foand that
he forgot to pick up his hat. The oidest boy aineng the three sent bach the Tt 1o the
boy, The hoy was really moved by then. Inall his lifetime, no one except his gang had
gver heen so nice to him. So. he sent then three pieces of fruit and hurried huck home,

{Translated from Chinese.)
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The major difference in the two versions in terms of the word use is “they call
him back™ in English and “heard the whistling” in Chinese. {an we say the writer
thought in Chinese and then tried io find Lnglish words to (it in the situation and
began to think in Lnglish? This seems to be a possibility in that the rest of the
paragraphs in L1 and m 1.2 look so much alike. Although in the Chinese version the
writer wrote out her mental pereeption and reaction in long seniences. she did not
forget to put in “in order to express his thanks” in ber English version.

Episode 7

The three boys keeps on going and cating the puavas. Now they have come o the ree.
The farmer gets down the ladder and sad 1o find that he’s lost one basker of fruit. When
he looks back, he sees three boy eating puavas and goes by him, {English written before

Chinese.)

How was the farmer on this side? He descended the jadder and looked at his baskets.
Why? Why was a basket of fruit missing? When he was wondering why, the three boys
were passing by the {armer, eating their {ruit. This made bim feel more puzzled. {Trans-

lated from Chinese.}

The most striking difference between the two versions in L1 and L2 is the use of
rhetorical questions in Chinese.  But the content of the English and Chinese versions
remains almost the same,  fven theough the farmer’s puzzlement was not expressed
clearty in English, it was implied in “lHe thinks mavbe thal fruit should belongs to
him.” '

tiaving seen the seven pairs of English and Chinese paragraphs by the same
authors written on twe different occasions, we find our teptative conclusions as

follows.
1. ‘lThe content of each pair 1s quile similar.
2. Fach English version regardless of its order ¢f writing is shorter in length and

it serves as an embryo of its correspondent Chinese version.

3. The writers’ mental perceptions. reactions, and c¢omments are more fully
expressed in. Chinese, but they arcimplied in a simpler manner in cach cor-
respondent FEnglish version,

4. Such implication of meaning in the English versions can be characterized by
inadequate pragmalic mapping of the cvents or states which are adequately
represented in the Chinese versions.

5. Similarities of cach pair of the episodes in L] and 1.2 and minor discrepancies
in pragmatic mapping in each pair may be due to FESL wrilers’ thinking either
in I.] or L2.
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I Writers” Opindon

Mo maiter how many standardized language testing mstrumicnts have been design-
ed and implemented, a writer’s competence in wriling is hard to gauge. People writc
and think in their own different ways. A finding in rescarch muay be applicable to
many writers, but may nol he applicable 1o all writers. There arc usually exceptions.
tf a researcher interacts with his subjects in the course of study, some uncxpected grain
of truth may be found. For this reason, a questionnaire was designed and handed out
to the subjects of this study empioying The Pear Story 1o fill out one week after
finishing their last plece of writing, Two questions specific to the current study were
answered by sixty university freshmen in the third week after their entrance to univer-
sity. The two questions were:

1. Do vou think Chinese narrative is very different {vom English narrative?

2. In writing The Pear Story, did vou ilhink vou should write differently in

English and Chinese?

To the first guestion, 23 students answered “yes” while 27 respondents said
no”. A majorily of them bclieved that the two versions should not be different in
respective languages. This may suggest that cognitively they regarded the structures of
English and Chinese narratives as identical and their thinking in writing the two
versions was done in the same way. This cognition of the majority of respondents may
explain why each pair of the episodes in L1 and L2 was so similar in content and struc-
re.

I

To the sccond guestion, 28 students said they should not be written differently.
On the contrary, 26 respondents thought they should do differently while the other 6
did not answer the guestion at all.

An examination of the answers of the 26 respondents shows that they wrote
differently because of iheir different levels of competence in the two languages. As
Chinese was their dominant nrimary lanpuage, they should write more vividly,  Asx
English was their weaker language in which they lacked the vocabulary and could not
well contrel the syntax, they just expressed their main ideas. {One student clearly
indicated that when writing in English he thought in Chinese.

Our anvesgitation of writers’ thinking would not be very conclusive without
further considering the writers’ perspectives and insights.  Conscguently, responses
io g questionnaire on writing in L1 and L2 will be examined.

The questionnaire Lo be found in the appendix with respeciive stalistics consists
of 34 qtiesiions_ Some are yes-or-no questions while most are to be answered on a {ive-
point-scale basis, either {tom ihe least to the greatest in degree or from the greatest Lo
the least depending on logical arrangement of expected answers. _

The questionnaire was handed cut and collected two years before the question-
naire on narrative writing was done.  [1 was filied out by a group of 21 freshmen
majoring in English at the end of their sccond-semester LSL composition and by two
groups of 35 sephomores majoring in Unglish at the end of their second-year ESILL-
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composition. For cenvenience sake and for easy reading, the freshman group is to be
identified as Group A and the two sophomore groups are to be identified as Group B,
and the statistics are to be calculated on a percentile basis for Groups A and B. In
some cases, the total may come to less than or more than a 100% because some unim-
portant numbers have been rounded out and some questions can be answered in more
than one way.

57% of freshmen and 69% of sophomores used different methods to write in
Chinese or English.

All freshmen and 94% of sophomores thought that their writing in English
sounded like ““Chincse English™.

Why did it sound like Chinese English? 67% in Group A and 49% in group B
attributed it to their thinking in Chinese; 5% and 14% translated sentence by sentence
from Chinese into English; 38% and 60% (38% in Group A or of the freshmen and 60%
in Group B or of the sophomores, henceforth to be represented in this order) depended
on translating from Chinese into English as they did not know how to express in
English; 14% and 20% jaxtaposed words and sentences in their Chinese way; and 29%
and 31% did not know how to think in English.

80% of the freshmen and 94% of the sophomores have heard their English
teacher(s) say that while writing in English one should think in English.

76% and 71% said their teacher(s) never defined “thinking in English.”

How would you define “thinking in English”? 1). 5% and 11%: Think out the
whole senfence in English; 2). 5% and 0%: Think out all sentences in a paragraph in
English; 3). 67% and 71%: Think about an outline of a passage and ifs subject matter
in the English style; 4). 10% and 6%: Not to pay any atfention to how we say it in
Chinese; 5). 14% and 20%: Figure out through English vocabulary the main idea of
what we have in our minds,

Have you ever thought in English? 1), 0% and 9%: Completely in English; 2).
62% and 63%: Partially in English; 3). 29% and 23%: Occasionally in English; 4}, 5%
and 3%: Do not know we have to think in English; 5). 5% and 6%: Have never thought
in English.

Concluding the summarization of major findings in our relevant data, we find that
just as in a pluralist society, divergent views are expressed and they are not completely
consistent. But the answers in the two questionnaires are complementary to each
other when we try to gain from them some insight into our research questions. How-
ever, these answers should be considered in light of the problems we have encountered
and the evidence we have gathered. In this way, the responses have provided us with
empirical data to verify our academic research and helped us to answer theoretical
questions,

Conclusions and Implications

Our research question is mainly whether ESL writers think in L1 or L2, We have
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clearly stated that the subjects who used translation in writing in the literature and our

subjects thought in L1 at the sentence level. This conclusion s in line with Vygotsky's

concept of inner speech and verbal thinking and confinmmed by our saumples and the
responses [rom our subjects who came (o a total of 116 university students in their
seventh or ¢ighth year of ESL acquisition,

In examining the protocols at the paragraph level, we discerncd similaritics be-
tween cach pair of the two versions in L1 and L2, We tried to be open-minded and
receptive to all theoretical possibilitics. We scemed to be timid and drew no conclu-
stons for the protocols al the paragraph level Now with the responses from our
subjects we are in a betler position to answer our quostions which were lelt un-
answered for the purpose of further consideration.

When we consider the sheer number of the respondents who thought that writing
in L1 and L2 should not be done differently, it 13 sale for us to say that they did not
do their thinking differently in L1 and L2 at the paragraph and the discourse levels.
Of course, their answers should not be taken at their fuce value. Nevertheless, our
conclusion is confirmed by the similar content and order of preseniation of cach pair
ol the episodes in LT and L2 and some respondents’ use ol translation from 1.1 into
{.2. Regardless of the sequential order in which English versions were written, they arc
comparatively shorter. Howcever, in terms of content, they serve as the cmbryo of their
longer counterparts in L1 which are syntactically, semantically and rhetorically better
claborated. But the similarilies between the two versions can be attributed to thinking
in L1 while wriling in L1 and L2.

On the contrary, we should not deny the fuct ESL writers may also think in L2
both at the sentence and paragraph level. But the question is to what extent they do
this. They may do so occasionally and there may be some speeial ESL writers who
have been trained and able to do this. 5o we limit our ¢onclusion to the ESL writers
at the lovels ol our subjects and they may change as time goes on and their competence
develops.

Pedagogical implications about writing can be drawn from our findings and conclu-
sions. These implications are applicable to teaching ESL writing and to EST. rescarch.

I. In Vygotsky’s conceptual model ol verbal thinking, inner speech, the

meanings of words and finally words are invelved. FESL wrilers usually arc not
equipped with a workable vocabulary to carry out their writing task in L2
and therefore have to fall their backs on L1 11 thinking and writing. In this
regard, vocabulary building which is often ignored in ESL programs should be
stressed in ESL reading and writing.

2. ESL writing is teachable. In answer to “Do yvou think writing is hard?”,
62% of the [reshmen said “very hard” while only 4% of the sophomores
said so. 38% in Group A and 49% in Group B said “hard™ while the rest of
the Group A, 46% said “"net hard.”™ In view of other statistics in the question-
naire, such a difference between the freshmen and the sophomores was due to
the teaching and practice of ESI. writing.
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3. A process appreoach and a product appreach are like the two sides of a coin
and they can be profitably emploved in research in ESL writing. A well
designed questionnaire can complement and verify theoretical rescarch be-
cause the subjects whom we study for their benefit may provide their per-
ception and insight for our reference and consideration.
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Appendix:
A Questionnaire on Writing in 1.1 and L2
{(With the resulls indicated in percentage)

i. Is writing hard? 1}, Very hard (62%, 4%). 2). Hard {38%, 49%). 3). Not hard.
4). Hasy. 3). Very casy.

o you like writing? 1), Very much. 2). Yes, ! do (52%, 60%3. 3). No, I dont
(48% 31%% 4y, Tlearit. 3). [ hate it

3. How did you devclonp vour competence in writing? 1). Taught by teachers (14%,

[

— 133~



Do BESL Writers Think in 11 or L2?

L]

~

o

10,

(AP

14,

15.

16,

11%). 2). From writing practice at school {38%, 26%). 3). Through personal
study (145, 31%). 4} Through imagination or inspiration {14%, 11%). 5). No
definite methods (33%. 20%).

How good is your competence in writing in Chinese? 1) Very good. 2). Good
(0%, 14%:). 3y QK. (71%, 639). 4} Not good (19%,20%). 5). Bad.

How did vou devetop your competence in writing English? 1), Taught by teachers
(29%. 179). 2). From writing pratice at school (29%, 46%). 3). Through personal
study (38%, 26%). 4). Through imagination or inspiration. 3). No decfinite
methods (10%, 29%),

Iow good is yvour cempetence in writing English?. 1), Very good. 2). Good. 3}
O.K. {339, 349%). 4). Not good (62%, 63%). 3). Bad (0%, 3%).

Is your Chinese teachers’ correcltion of writing helpful? 1), Very helpful (19%,
P1%). 2). Helpful (5%, 40%). 3} somewhat helpful (29%, 29%). 4). Not helpful
(24%, 14%). 5}, Not helplul at all (4%, 0%).

Is your English fcachers’ correction of writing helpful? 1) Very helpful (24%,
1793, 2y, Helpful {48%, 46%). 3). Somewhat helpful (29%, 20%). 4). Not help-
ful. 5). Not helpful at all.

in what arca is your Chincse leachers' correction of writing helpful? 13 Methods
of writing (0%, 9%). 2). Structures of writing (19%, 63%). 3). Ways of thinking
(5%, 26%). 4). Choice of words {62%, 68%). 3). Svntax (0%, 3%).

In what arca is yvour English teachers’ correction of writing helpful? 1). Methods
of writing (5%, 119%). 2). Structures of writing (9%, 31%:). 3). Ways of thinking
(14%, 6%). 4. Chotce of words (67%. 51%). 5). Syntax (67%, 66%).

Is writing in Lnglish harder than writing in Chinese? 1). A lot harder (19%, 37%).
2). Somewhat harder (48%, 29%). 3). Same (29%, 29%). 4). Lasier. 5), Much
casicr.

In what area is writing in English harder than writing in Chinese? 1), Syntax
(38%, 40%). 2). Vocabulary (67%, 69%). 3). Paragraph structure (5%, 6%).
43, Overall structure (19%, 29%). 5). Ways of thinking {29%. 49%).

Do you usc the same method to write English and Chinese? 1} Yes (43%, 31%).
2). No (37%, 69%).

Does vour writing in English sound like Chinese English? 1), Yes (100%, 947%).
No,

Why does it sound like Chinese English? 1) Thinking in Chinese {67%, 49%).
2). Translating sentence hy senlence {rom Chinese into English (5%, 14%). 3).
Depending on translating from Chinese into English for not knowing how 1o ex-
press in English {38%, 60%). 4) Jaxiaposing words and scntences in their Chinesc
way {145, 20%). 5} Not knowing how to think in English (29%, 31%).

Have your binglish tfeachers ever mentioned ““Think in English™? 1), Yes (B0%,
949, 23, No.

Have they ever defined “Think in English™? 1), Yes (24%. 26%). 2). No (76%,

719%),
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How would vou define “Think in English™? 1), Think out the wholc sentence in
English (5%, 11%). 2). Think out all sentences in a paragraph in English (5%,
0%). 3). 'think out an outline of a passage and 1ts subjcct matter in the English
style (67%, 719}, 4). Not to pay any attention to how we say it in Chinese
(10%, 6%). 5). Figure out through English vocabulary the main idea of what we
have in our minds {14%, 20%).

Have you ever thought in English while writing English? 13 Compietely in
English (0%, 9%). 2). Partially in English (62%, 63%). 3). Occasionally in English
{29%, 23%). 4). Do not know wce have to think in English (5%, 3%). 5). Havc
never thought in English (5%, 6%).

Have your Chinesc teachers taught the methods ol writing? 1), Yes (81%, 86%).
2). No (19%, 14%).

If yes, in what area? 1). How to write (29%, 49%). 2). Ways of thinking (10%,
34%).  3). Overall and paragraph structures (71%, 66%). 4). Choice of words
(19%, 20%). 5). How to self-revise (0%, 3%).

Have yeour English teachers taught the methods of writing? 1% Yes (935%, 67%).
23 No (5%, 39%).

in what area have they taught? 1). Tlow to write (33%, 43%). 2} Ways of think-
ing (5%, 37%). 3). Overall and paragraph structurcs {86%, 83%). 4). Choice of
words (24%, 26%). 3). How to sell-revise (10%, 11%).

Is your teachers’ teaching the methods of writing uselul? 1), Very useful (19%,
149 2). Uselul (38%, 49%). 3). Somewhat useful (33%, 40%). 4). Not useful
(5%, 0%). 5). Mot useful at all.

Can the methods in writing Chinese be applied to writing Egnlish? 1), ¥es (57%,
T1%). 2). No (43%, 26%).

Arc the methods that you have leamed in writing English applicable to writing
Chincse? 1} Yes 62%, 83%). 2). No (24%, 17%).

Do you want your teachers to correct your writing? 1), Yes (806%, 86%). 2). No.
(145, 1479%).

Is teachers’ correction more important than leaching methods of writing? 1). Yes
(71%, 66%). 2). No {29%, 349%),

Do vou include introduction, body, and conclusion in your writing? 1) Yes
{38%, 519%). 2). No (62%, 49%).

Have you lcarned different modes of writing and how to write them? 1) Yes
(19%, 40%). 2). No (81%, 60%). | |

Will you consider using a chronological order in writing narrative? 1. Yes (92%.
TI%Y. ). No (9%, 23%).

[s it easicr Lo write a narrative than description? 1} Yes {719, 69%). 2). No
(29%, 31%:.

Are transitional expressions important in writing English? 1), Yes (95%, 94%).
2). No (5%, G'%).

Do vou know how to use trensitional expressions? 1) Yes (29%, 34%). 23 Mo
{(71%. 51%:).

— 135





