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1. Introduction

A good essay makes people think about its thesis statement long after it is read.
English messages can globally affect people’s mind via internet. However, research on EFL
writers has not overcome their disadvantages in learning and writing in English to express
their ideas because, in addition to their proficiency levels, they often face difficulty in the
differences in writing and thinking between their L1 and English (Silva, 1993). Process
writing have been examined widely to support overcoming this difficulty for L2 students
(Brown & Lee, 2015). Combined with Content Based Instruction (CBI), research shows
both success and failure on developing students’ writing skills (Richards, 2017). CBI is
reported suitable for academic writing for EFL students because it helps them to acquire
both the content knowledge and the writing skills ( Snow, 2014, p. 438). Nevertheless,
classroom research on the content of writing for L2 students have much room to be
examined ( McKinley, 2015). In order to find efficient topics for L2 academic writing in
CBI, research should consider the contexts including English proficiency levels, cultural
backgrounds, and educational backgrounds (Willis & Willis, 2007; Zhu, 2010). In
summary, research on the content and on the activities in CBI is essential for EFL students
in academic writing in different contexts, in order to develop and convey the ideas
globally. In Japan, the participants in this study and in other classes that the researcher has
instructed in universities mention the lack of opportunity to have opinions, discuss, or
express them. In this context, conditions of writing academic essays are analyzed,
including what topics and related activities would develop EFL students’ academic writing
skills and the understanding of the content.
2. Literature Review
Communicative Language Teaching

Communicative Language Teaching (CLT) is currently a widely accepted

approach to teach English effectively in L2 context (Savignon, 2013). Communicative



approach when combined with thinking creatively in using the language help students to
become proficient in the language (Kabilan, 2000). Academic writing course in universities
is regarded one of the toughest courses since the area requires specific language for
academic settings different from the language students had learned before entering an
university (Snow, 2014). Thus, in this study, process writing in CBI was adopted to
academic writing course in order to have students communicate in creating essays.

Process Writing

Regarding EFL academic writing, a process writing approach is currently
considered effective since instruction is personalized and collaborative in the process
(Ferris & Hedgcock, 2014, p. 65). Brown and Lee (2015) suggest that teachers should
provide learners with satisfactory amount of interactive and learner-centered activities to
focus on the purpose in writing (p. 445). When the process writing approach was
introduced in L1 writing, Elbow (1973) encouraged novice writers to find their own voices
during the process (p. 15). In the 1970s, it was applied to L2 writers, but research proved
significant differences in the process between L1 and L2 writing (Hedge, 2014, p. 303). In
the 1980s, Zamel (1982) observed the “recursive nature” in university students’ writing,
which meant going back and forth the process (p. 196).

Mainly five stages are stated in process writing: (1) prewriting, (2) drafting, (3)
revising, (4) editing, and (5) publishing (Graves 1983, as cited in Laksmi, 2006, pp. 145-
146). However, as mentioned above, the stages that writers go through are non-linear and
repetitive. Scaffolding is a “process of supporting learners’ progression toward goals by
providing hints, clues, reminders, examples, [and] steps to solving a problem” (Brown &
Lee, 2015, p. 637). Lyster (2007) describes that scaffolding is a social interaction between
students and teachers, and teachers mentor the students and gradually lessen the support
(pp- 20-21). In this study, effective scaffolding in process writing was investigated.
Assessing Writing

The purpose of the assessment has moved from grading to monitoring students’
progress in language teaching pedagogy (Katz, 2014, p. 321). According to Lee and

VanPatten (2003), assessment of writing is continuously discussed regarding what, how



and when to respond (p. 268). In order to be formative, visualizing what the assessment
requires by scoring writing rubrics can show students areas of their strength and
weaknesses (Earl, 2007, p. 87). Moreover, assessing during the process can tell where they
need further help (Gibbons, 2015, p. 126). Score ratio in the rubrics tells the priority and it
can indicate that the content is prior to grammar mistakes in process writing (Lee &
VanPatten, 2003, p. 272). Black and Wiliam (1998) identified five key strategies for
effective formative assessment: (1) Clarify criteria for success, (2) Engineer classroom
discussion for understanding, (3) Provide feedback that push learners forward, (4) Activate
students for one another as instructional resources, and (5) Empower students to be
responsible of their learning ( p. 4, as cited in Katz, 2014, p. 325). Teachers do not solely
offer feedback. Research describes that peer clarification may generate shared insights
during the process (Donnelly, 2011), and peer revision can find vague parts and negotiate
the meanings (Hyland, 2013, p. 96). Thus, peer activities are an “integral component”
(Hansen & Liu, 2005, p. 38) as feedback in process writing. However, Katz (2014) and
Zhu (2010) report that students may have confusion in peer revision depending on the
cultural and educational contexts. Research on the effectiveness of peer response on the
development of writing in each context is necessary (p. 223). Similarly, suitable topics to
argue in academic writing can be diverse based on the culture and the real-life context.
Hence, topics in CBI is discussed in the next section.
Content-based Instruction

CBI integrates the content of subject matters with language (Snow, 2014);
students subsequently learn deeply about the topics (Gibbons, 2015, p. 125). The major
advantage of the approach is to encourage “a meaningful focus” (Nation, 2013, p. 188).
Sixty years of research on immersion showed CBI a success (Lyster, 2007, p. 125). CBI
gained popularity in universities in the 1990s (Crandall & Kaufman, 2002). It can be a
promoter for the learners to exchange useful information which they search for, convey,
and enjoy for real writing opportunity (Brown, 2007, p. 402). Donelly (2011) mentions that
a communicative writing process includes the activities of peer discussion to share the

insights during the process. By writing a draft, writers help themselves to find a way



toward good ideas (Barnet & Bedau, 2014). As for future issues, first, Lyster (2007) claims
to integrate form-focused and CBI (p. 126). What content to learn for writing and thinking
according to the proficiency level is another future issue, as well as what activities can
develop both writing and thinking skills. Topics also play a significant role as the content.
Raimes (1985) states that personal topics are easier for L2 students, but academic writing
requires objective reporting. In this study, four social topics were compared for
contribution to essay quality as well as to the understanding of the content.
3. Research Issues and Research Questions

Research issues come from diverse L2 settings, where the content of CBI such as
personalized topics and collaborative strategies are less researched (Ferris & Hedgcock,
2014,P. 65). Specifically, academic writing in CBI is “a major thrust of research in recent
years” (Snow, 2014, p. 444). However, high concern and difficulty in argumentative
writing is reported (He, 2019). In the aim of finding ways to support academic writing for
L2 students, three research questions (RQs) were investigated.

RQ1: How do students engage in process writing?

RQ2: How does process writing improve students’ academic writing skills?

RQ3: How do students develop their understanding of the content?
4. Method

In order to explore the RQs, four methods were administered to gather both
qualitative and quantitative data: (1) pre-survey, (2) essay assessment by rubrics, (3) post-
survey, (4) interviews with three focus students.

The research was conducted at Nagoya University of Foreign Studies in a second-
year academic writing course for a semester. Lessons were once a week for 90 minutes.
Fourteen students participated in this study, whose TOEFL scores ranged from 427 to 490.
Four topics in Table 1 were administered, and four cycles of process writing were
conducted. Rubrics were repeatedly used in each stage and at the essay submission. Two
sets of rubrics were used: first set for Essay 1 to Essay 3, second set for Essay 4. In Essay

4, additional scores were given for the third body paragraph with refutation ( see



Appendix). Assessment of writing was provided in both formative and summative ways
using the rubrics which were modified by the researcher from Lee and VanPatten (2003,

p. 272). In other words, peer discussions and gradings were done using the same rubrics.

Table 1

Essay topics to argue

Topics No. of No. of Rubrics
paragraphs words

Electronic Voting 4 300 First

Smoking Ban in All Public Spaces 4 400 First

Smart Phone Use for School Children 4 400 First

Nuclear Power Generation in Japan 5 500 Second

A cycle of process writing had five stages: (1) peer discussion, (2) Peer revision on
Draft 1, (3) Peer Revision on Draft 2, (4) Peer Check teacher’s feedback, (5) Draft 3
Submission. Peer discussions and revisions were held in class, while writing drafts were
done individually at home. Interviews with three focus students gave qualitative data. All
data were analyzed separately and then triangulated to answer the RQs.

5. Results

Pre-survey. The results showed that the English proficiency level, writing history and their
goals were similar among the students.

Essay grades. The length or the word counts showed a shift from 471 words to 603 words
in median values through the course (data not shown). Students mentioned that they
became fluent in writing longer essays. Change in the scores of the essays are displayed in
Table 2. Median was used because the mean value with wide standard deviation do not
represent the sample group. Further analysis was conducted using median values. From
Table 2, the changes between Draft 2 and Draft 3 indicates that students improved their

revising skills. Hence, the score differences within each essay is also displayed in Table 3.



Table 2

Change in the quality of the essays in 15 weeks

Essay |E1D2 E1D3 E2D2 E2D3 E3D2 E3D3 E4D2 E4D3
Median | 10 10 15 18 13 20 15 23
Mean 10.4 13.9 13.9 16.8 13.9 20.3 17.2 23.3
SD 4.9 8.4 5.8 4.7 8.8 7.3 94 8.0

Note. Total scores were 32 points per essay for E1 to E3, and 41 points for E4.

Table 3

Score improvement from Draft 2 to Draft 3 in each essay

Essays El E2 E3 E4
Median of D3 10 18 20 23
/AD2 & D3 (points) 0 3 7 8

Note. /\ is the difference in median values of the rubric scores of D2 and D3.

Thus, the result showed the development of the essay quality as well as the revision skills.
Post-Survey Quantitative Data. Six-point Likert scale was used for the post-survey.

Q) Topic choice
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Figure 1. Students’ answers of how fun the topic is in 6-point Likert scale.

Students found Essay 3: children’s smartphone usage the most interesting, but other topics
were also chosen, which indicated the topic preference was varied between the students.
Students chose E1 and E4 as the hardest topics. Although five of them chose E3, but it was
also chosen the most interesting topic (Figure 1). Students were also asked if they could

use relevant reasons for their statement in each essay, and the top answer was in Essay 3
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(5.5 in the scale, results not shown). The essays with relevant proofs that students
mentioned was in Essay 3, as well as the essay that they reconsidered about the topic after

the writing (5.4 in the scale).
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Figure 2. Students’ answers of how hard the topic was in 6-point Likert scale.

In order to discuss, the effectiveness of each argumentative topic, the researcher went
through the essays and counted the number of each position in each essay. The results are
shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3. Number of essays which took pros or cons in each essay topic.

The results proved that Essay 2 was not effective to have the students discuss between the

positions. Next, the results of the influence of peer discussions are displayed in Table 4.



Table 4

How much students listened to peers in peer discussions

El E2 E3 E4
I listened to peers & changed my position 3 1 3 3
I listened & convinced my position 7 8 7 5
I listened & had a second thought 4 1 4 6
I did not listen well to peers 0 0 0 0

The results showed that in Essay 2: Smoking Ban, students did not think of changing their
position, whereas in Essay 4, six students has a second thought, which indicated that Essay
2 was less effective in supporting students’ active discussion compared with other topics.
(2) Process Writing Activities

The two most useful activities were chosen to be peer revision and discussion.

3) Statement

How well they could state in the essays were asked. The result in Figure 4 showed positive

increase in the strength in the statement from Essay 1 to Essay 4.
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Figure4. Students’ answer on the strength of their statement in 6-point Likert scale.

Post-Survey Qualitative Data. From the comments on process writing, five main features
were found in students’ engagement in the process writing: (1) Feeling of accomplishment,
(2) Appreciation on peer activities, (3) Awareness of the reaction from the audience, (4)
New knowledge about the topics gained, and (5) Reflection of the improvement. Regarding
the aspects they gained confidence, the comments were categorized in four areas: (19
Outline and structure, (2) Knowledge on academic expressions, (3) Restating and
paraphrasing, (4) Finding proofs. Two students mentioned that they applied the skills to the

assignment in the other courses. They proposed five main strategies to improve writing: (1)



Searching for multiple proofs, (2) Following the outline and rubrics, (3) Making clear to
the audience. (4) Reading and listening to peers, and (5) Self-revision. Many students
became aware of the audience and they appreciated their feedback. Three features were
listed to make a preferred topic to argue in the essays: (1) Abundant proofs for both
positions, (2) Topic familiarity, (3) Feeling of accomplishment. Topic familiarity played a
significant role in elaborating the thoughts to the real life. They had hard time deciding the
position when they had families in the opposite position such as the smokers. From the
comments on the four topics, majority of students showed multiple perspectives and had a
hard time defending their position. In process writing, revision is the core activity to
improve the content of the essays. Students listed up three activities that supported their
revision: (1) Peer revision, (2) Peer discussion, and (3) feedback from the instructor. As a
result, students mentioned that mainly three aspects were improved: (1) Statement, (2)
Proofs, and (3) Content. In the comments, addition of proofs during the revision was
highly appreciated. Finally, students proposed four strategies they may use in the future
writing. (1) Repeated check of the outline, (2) Post-writing activity, (3) Peer assessment
with rubrics, and (4) Time management. They could reflect on their process writing
activities and had suggestions which revealed that they developed their thoughts on process
writing.

Qualitative results from the interviews. Three focused students were voluntarily chosen
to answer the interview in the last week. Their essay grades were assessed by two native
expert instructors individually using a holistic rubric different from those the researcher

used. The mean values of essay scores of the focus students are displayed in Table 5.

Table 5

Mean values of essay grades assessed by individual raters
Focused E1 E2 E3 E4
students Score Score Score Score
Niko 19 18 20 20
Eita 18 19 19 15
Kumi 14 12 20 15

Note. Full score is 25 points per essay using a holistic rubric.
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Niko showed a stable performance, whereas Eita and Kumi’s scores dropped in Essay 4
after progress in three essays. In E4, refutation was applied, so Eita and Kumi seemed to
have struggled with refuting. Since Niko was a heavy user of outline sheets and rubrics,
the habit can be a cause for her success in Essay 4. In Essay 3, Kumi mentioned that she
thought about the topic while she was doing a part time job observing the children
playing with mothers’ smartphone. Comments from three students, were mixed and
analyzed according to grounded theory (Kasper, 2015), and highlights and
commonalities were listed up.

(1) They all emphasized the importance of peer activities for essay improvement.

(2) They were all aware of the audience.

(3) They appreciated revision since it helped the improvement step by step.

(4) The hardest aspect of process writing was pro-con discussion.

(5) They all noticed improvement in their writing skills as well as content

knowledge.

(6) They all mentioned that they need more relevant proofs.
Thus, it appeared that although peer discussion and peer revision were useful to gain more
proofs and for more hints to revise, they also felt challenging and stressful to stay in their
positions. Going back to the post-survey results, two students also mentioned similar
aspects that they had hard time defending their positions.
Different comments among the focus students are explained next.

(1) Their proposed strategies for essay improvement: Niko: rubrics, Eita: feedback
and citation from English sites, Kumi: news, feedback, and revision. Thus, the
listed strategies were all in a common area, which were related to revision.

(2) Topic preference. Favorite topics differed in three students, but Essay 3 was
chosen by two of them. This result was parallel to the post-survey topic
preference among all participants. Diversity of choice was similar as well. In
the cases of focus students, being familiar with the topic negatively affected

since they had deeper thinking and it was hard to decide their positions. Kumi
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and Niko both had smokers in their family and E2 scores were not high. Eita
lived close to the nuclear power plant but his E4 showed low score ( Table 5).
They mentioned that they still occasionally think of the issue in their real life.
6. Discussion
Attempt to answer the three RQs from triangulation of the above data is discussed.
RQ1: How do students engage in process writing?

Zamel (1982) found the recursive nature of process writing. This study could
replicate such engagement such as students repeatedly used rubrics, continuously searched
for proofs and added them during revision. From the interviews, two supportive activities
in process writing were chosen: peer activities and self-revision (by the rubrics).

In the post-survey, students wrote various benefits of peer discussion and peer
revision: (1) input, (2) share, (3) encourage, and (4) test. Regarding input, five aspects of
formative assessment by Black and Wiliam (1998) including clarifying the ways to write
were observed. Proof sharing exchanged praise which encouraged the students to look for
better proofs. However, the interview revealed that discussions were also stressful because
they were tested of their persuasiveness.

In individual revision, rubrics were always available to the students on Moodle 2.5.
As Brown and Lee (2015) suggest, the rubrics were aimed to clearly show the goal of the
essay: focus on the content and then the structure. In this study, the revision skills
improved sequentially, which indicates the development in using the rubrics. In the final
survey, a student showed confidence in the structure of academic essays: plan sentence and
restating. Repeated use of the rubric told the student what structure should be taken as
indicated in the rubrics. Two future study suggestions in the post-survey answers are
additional usage of the rubrics in the process writing: to use them after receiving the final
draft, and for peer revision. Hence, repeated use of the rubrics showed six functions: (1) for
revising, (2) for overall checking, (3) for assessment, (4) for reminding key aspects, (5) for
structuring, (6) for reflection on revision. In conclusion, the rubrics scaffolded writing as is
described in Brown & Lee (2015): “process of supporting learners’ progression toward

goals by providing hints, clues, reminders, examples, [and] steps to solving a problem”
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(p. 637). Caution is required in the testing aspects in peer discussion as well as time
constraints in individual writing. Then, how does process writing improve students’
academic writing skills?

RQ2: How does process writing improve students’ academic writing skills?

Snow (2014) points out that CBI can provide both content and language learning. In
this study, three aspects are featured: the usage of the rubrics, essay topics, and the usage
of proofs as academic writing skills. Repeated usage of the rubrics showed strong effect on
revision skills improvement ( see Table 3) and understanding of academic essay structure.
However, the issue on writing a thesis statement remained difficult as the post-survey
results and the essays revealed. Writing an argument on social topics are the norm in
academic writing. However, Zhu (2010) claims that students from diverse backgrounds
need careful choice of the content to engage in writing, and systematic research is
necessary to find effective contents. In this study, familiarity was not necessarily the factor
to make the writing easy as students who had family members with the topic issue
struggles to write. The most popular topic was “Children’s Smartphone Usage”, but other
topics had fans, which meant that individual difference existed even in a small class of 14
students in similar levels and backgrounds. In addition to content knowledge, students
showed remarkable interest in finding relevant proofs to support their argument. Both in
the post-survey and in the interviews, the future target for the students were finding a
proper proof. As the Likert-scale scores in the post-survey in finding relevant reasons,
proofs, and the strength of the statement all increased linearly toward the end of the course,
students felt gaining the skills to argue and they noticed their improvement. In the
interviews, though, all three mentioned that they need stronger proofs. Such eagerness of
learning could be a positive answer to the second question.

RQ3: How do students develop their understanding of the content?

The results from the post-survey and the interviews: both quantitative and
qualitative data sets were triangulated to find ways to develop students’ understanding of
the content. Even in the last week, majority of students could reflect in detail on both

positions in all four topics. They wrote how they developed their statement during
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discussions and revisions. They remembered whose comments gave them strong impact on
their content as well as how to write. After writing the essays, they mentioned that they still
consider whether their position was right for them. They appreciated peer discussion as it
motivated them to search for better proof and they expected the praise from the audience.
Their future target was also to search for better proofs. Since Nunan (2014) claims that a
task has a sense of accomplishment (p. 35), the comments indicated that the topics were
successful as the tasks to understand the content in this study.

In summary, students engaged in process writing with peers and as an individual.
It resulted in improving their academic essays through multiple revision assisted by peer
discussion, peer revision, and the rubric usage. Topics offered joy of searching for and
gaining knowledge, chance to enhance thinking in real life, and functioned as a task to
result in a sense of accomplishment.
7. Conclusion

Aiming to investigate approaches for the practitioners to lessen time and labor of
teaching academic writing efficiently, this study revealed two main effective content in
process writing: the rubrics and peer revision. First, usage of the rubrics was mastered by
students after repetitive use and concrete instruction just before submission to show the
way to use them. Student reflected that once they realized the functions, they learned their
strength and weak points from the feedback by the rubrics. In this study, students found
and used six functions of the rubrics: (1) for revising, (2) for overall checking, (3) for
assessment, (4) for reminding key aspects, (5) for structuring, (6) for reflection on revision.
Repetition of usage made them find these functions. Revising skills improved sequentially
as shown in Table 3. Peer revision and discussion were highly appreciated by the students
resulting in gaining multiple perspectives and proofs. Awareness of the audience of their
essays encouraged them to search for a better proof. However, peer discussions caused
stress on argument as well, thus the activities should be dealt in caution.

A finding about social topics for argumentative writing was that students enjoyed
gaining new information and developing their opinions on the social issues which they had

no background knowledge on. The essential aspect of proper topics was the availability of
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proofs for both positions, typically shown in Essay 4 on nuclear power generation in Japan.
Despite the first impression of the topic being difficult, they could choose proofs from
abundant information and mentioned that they can write on both positions in the end.
Finishing the essays resulted in a sense of accomplishment.

For further study, discrepancy between the essay scores and the depth and width
of thoughts which was evidenced in the qualitative results suggests the need of different
assessment tool on thoughts such as Tsutada’s (2019) rubric for critical writing. Future
research can be conducted to follow the students’ development of thinking by such rubric,
and to monitor reflection of their thoughts on the quality of essays in order to investigate
critical thinking skills for writing. In Japan, reform on National Test for University
Admissions was postponed last December (Tokyo Shimbun, 2019). Although MEXT has
had discussion since 2014 for evaluating thinking skills through the writing tasks in math
and language, they decided not to administer the tasks, as more time and labor for finding
fair evaluation appeared necessary (Asahi Shimbun, 2019). Accordingly, assessing thinking
skills requires time, labor and proper assessment tools for fairness. Hence, further study is
aimed in finding functional writing rubrics and efficient approaches which save time and
labor to fit in the framework of university courses. The results of this study suggest that
students will have a clear goal and support to improve their academic writing skills if the
quality of thinking is properly assessed by a rubric, and if the rubric will be used
repeatedly and communicatively in process writing.
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Appendix: Rubrics

Rubric for Body Paragraphs Essay 4 Draft (

Thesis Statement (F8) is

Class. Name
Body Rubric Body | Body | Body
1 2 3
Subtopics (main | 2: position stated clearly and relevant to thesis statement
points =reasons) | FHEICOVWCTOERID2 Y LT LHILTH 3
Eik (6) 1: position stated without clarification, not relevant, egocentric
FELBEE T, fA2E oA R
0: start without showing the reason
FRM 75
Proof 2: evaluation with enough proof
(Background FIROMWMAH V| FHTE 2 HFRICHE S HD DR D Y
=references) 1: evaluation is without proper proof
B4 ©) FEOML, HHALD 50, B ORI L
0: no proof
HRPUAS 750
Refutation 3: counterargument stated and refuted accordingly
KAromEA e FONERZOPWER L, FROIELE%Z RLTWw3
KE (3) 2: counterargument without enough refuting
FONEERICIE U 72 )BRIC 72 o T 7y
1: counterargument irrelevant
FONERAEEICBE L Twiane
0: no counterargument
FONE R &l =Tz
Concluding 1: logically reflected the evaluation of proof and perspectives
sentence for A Y . LD B 2 375510 32O AR
body (3) 0: not tied to the proof, oversimplified
YL L B 37, L3 & % i
Revision (3) 1: content revised after peer discussion & feedback
INEEAEIE 7 7 ATORE LAVICES TR ZHE B L
0: content not revised after feedback
WADPHLZEI N TR
Revised parts B1 )
B2:( )
B3:( )
Synonyms (1) Body( )
Body2( )
Body3( = )
Outline sheet 2: three body paragraphs well organized
2) 1: one to two parts are missing
0: several parts are missing
Transition words | Bodyl ( ) ( )
Body?2 ( ) ( )
Body3 ( ) ( )
*Editing TAB
Check list References p.113

Complete sentence? Fragment?
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IREBLZED
0.0k, X: failed

Spell check

Academic Refer to p.41, p.21, p.33, p.47, p.59, p.89
language & p-136, p.146, p.159 Total /
grammar (1)
( NEFTRCTHSTRALTRELEL x5,
Comments
Writing Rubric for Introduction and Conclusion 2019 Essay 4 Draft ()
Class Name
Introduction Rubric Points

Opening; Hook
AT ()

2: interesting sentence to grab the attention H &, FA TH7z\»
FAFEEGBLC 5 LA L X

1: can be more interesting

2

0: not tied to the topic  FER & BARA e\, W& 7 b R F 72 13FH

Topic Sentences

£9(2)

2: introducing the general topic and narrowed topic with brief proof

AT LB~ | REPATFR, ZORMW, —HFZVER, ZORWUEDH 5

1: two of the above are included E D EFEHARIF T3
0: the general topic not narrowed down —& 5 > 7z WEIRICHE R 2K A

>

2

Thesis Statement
F#E (3)

3: narrowed topic —HE Wz W FRICK L TW3
main idea to show your position 1735 % BAffEIC 3 2 FiRZ BT 3
main points (subtopics 1,2,3) % D& 2 ZitHT 3 = o0 M E %id
XT3

2: two of the above are included
1: one is included
0: none is included

Plan Sentence

(M

1: explaining the main points (subtopics 1, 2, 3) and the order (1,2,3) with
three transition words 7 % A b p.72 DEH & J5

0: missing a point or using the same verb and transition words or without
mentioning main points

FiRZ R (1)

#
0: not summarizing all subtopics T_XTOERNBEHR TN T

Point
Conclusion Rubric s
Restate 1: restate the thesis statement in different sentences £f— X CTEKIL% 2> X
T 2 R (1) ¢ A R
0: not mentioning the thesis statement =@ % 7R~ T\ 781
Summary 1: summarizing the main points of 3 body paragraphs FiK 3 51 D %

Ending
Eitam (3)

3: summarized and developed conclusion using persuasion, proverb,
story, quote, sacred text, analogy, call for action 7z £ 7 ¥ X } P.93-
94good ending % F > 7z

2: summarized conclusion without developed overall conclusion
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H 7y 73 AR LS. B L 72 good ending 23 7\
1: summarized but not including three body conclusions %7+ &y 7 @,
fligwmn—2U EXRIF T3

0: oversimplified, overgeneralized, not summarized, or new ideas added
FREICBRE L 2 fad, Aot e, £ ROHEEO I R

*Conclusion Avoid overgeneralized conclusion (ex. People should...Nobody can. .)

Check list W) HTCRRIR S ¥ 2 H5IC Ao Tk, TF A b p.97
Avoid new ideas? #Eam7z DT, BOFEDIHE o Tip\d

Revision 1: content revised after peer discussion & feedback

(HINEEETE 7 IATOFELEVICHE I THNRE TEE B L

0: content not revised after feedback
NAERRE S LT

Revised parts Intro: ( )
Conc: ( )
Length of five Word count ( )/ 500 on Due Date
paragraphs (2) L& ) &5F > CHIERREH T 72 Total
() WEF_CcHESCTRRALTIRILEL £ 5,
Comments

Appendix: Post-survey (8 pages) is in another file named YoshiedaAppendixAR3-2020
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Appendix Post-survey 2019 in Japanese

ARBORETIAT AT NEDHBICE [T 0EL] EBRTANMTADVE LT,

SEHIE, K SAT v A 2ETE Lo, BEFH LI v A ZIRYIE-T. BELELL S, EOCHLLERFIDVLE
D, BRICHSHORENZBEH TIEEL. BPICHAEL LD,
CDTEAAY MEFHAICAY £9, 2 TOEELZLCERT, bNACERATLIEZI W, FICERBEOERICL -2 Y
EEZEL &I,
FAT4»TIC2WT
1. BUTWTELP 272 EAmTL & S,

2. LAICEKRTEEN P\ ZEIFATL & S,

3. TvEAIIAEETSTLLY, OTHAFEL &£ 5,
48 600 400 300

200 &

TH 600 400 300 200 &

4, BOEWIyEAIZTEHHIZEDLSI BRI EIBDE LD,

5. 50O TOEFL, TOEIC o m %z s AL EL & 5,
TOEFL ( ) TOEIC ( )




FEYZICOWT

1. E-Voting : Essay 1

Your TS #EXCEZTE L £ 9,

EDEBRICOWTOZFFIFTL TN,

ey ZIEBEN -7 ERE hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)xs7T TILKEHTHR
AN AN W
ERC R N DY oY S ERE hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)txs7T TILKEHITHR
AN AN W
FRO\BH% R FRICEEET 2 FRICHRAL FRICEEE 22AFEL 2D¢ LR BHRAIRILICH
Body 1 2 DR DEHR%E "EIEYT % 2 512D &0 RIBH MiE-> & YR EDOD o7z
Body 2 Lo~z | DoEHREZ®R | BEHIEL- IZh o7/ Y (A )
N7z Y Rz WIZ22D 7=
EHEARL
Eofz
BEd s mzsIATE 2 ONEHICE 2 DDIEHIC 1 DR 1 >DEHh HKAAER | BeIELWLX
7= NENZOLE | ThEN—D | IZIEFZOL | IZEF—D EEELARDY | AR D LR
Body 1 citation 1 BW%E5IHTE | 5IATE: LalATE slATE >7= Mot
Body 2 citation 2 7= 7=
EVWBTIDIIERT: EZT, BHD | bYEeERT SLERT HEYVEZ IFEAEEZ L O BEOH LWL
BRAVFELE- AN A
7=
TAAAYa vy TAD ADBRELLS | AOBRZH | ADERZ ADERIE | ADBRIEIE | AOBREEL
BRZEEWVT MLT, FRHY | WTED2OE | ALEVWT | hEUSE EAESEIC | AW
o7z RICBEEZR | #-o7 IZL%ah- Lah o7
> 7z 7=
FERINEDSTBEED
L2 by LD,




2. Smoking Ban:
Your TSHZBXTEZXFEL &£ D¢

Essay 2

EDOEBIZOWTOZFIFTL TN,

ey ZIEBEN -7 ERE hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)xs7T TILKEHTHR
AN AN W
ERC R N DY oY S ERE hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)xs7T TILKEHITHR
AN AN W
FROBH%E R FRICEEET % FRICHRAL FRICEE 22AFEL 2DO¢ LR BHRAIRILICH
Body 1 2 DRIDOER% MEIEYT % 2 5120 &0 BIBH MiE->E YR EDOD L o7
Body 2 Lom Wil | DoEREZ®R | BEHIEL- IZh o7/ Y (AT
N7z Y Rz WIZ22D 7=
EHEARL
Eofz
BEd s zsIATE 2 ONEHICE 2 DDIEHIC 1 DR 1 >DEHh HKAAEFR | BeIELWLX
7= NENZOLE | ThEN—D | IOl | IZEF—D EEELARDY | AR D LR
Body 1 citation 1 R E5|HTE | BIETEL rElETE 5|ATEL -7z o7z
Body 2 citation 2 7= 7=
EVWBTIDICERT: EZT, B | b eER D LERT: HEYVEZ IFEAEER L0 BELA LWL
BRAVFELE- AN A
7=
TAAAYa vy TAD ADBREZLS | AOBRZH | ADERZ ADERIE | ADBRIEIE | AOBREEL
BRZEZEWVT MLT, FRHY | WTED2OE | ALEVWT | HhEUSE EAESEIC | AW
o7z RICBEEZR | #-o7 IZL%ah- Lah o7
> 7z 7=
FRAEDSFBEED
E2Zhby xLih,




3. Cell phone Use for School Children: Essay 3
Your TS:

EDOEBIZOWTOZFIFTL TN,

ey ZIEBEN -7 ERE hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)xs7T TILKEHTHR
AN AN W
ERC R N DY oY S ERE hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)xs7T TILKEHITHR
AN AN W
FROBH%E R FRICEEET % FRICHRAL FRICEE 22AFEL 2DO¢ LR BHRAIRILICH
Body 1 2 DRIDOER% MEIEYT % 2 5120 &0 BIBH MiE->E YR EDOD L o7
Body 2 Lom Wil | DoEREZ®R | BEHIEL- IZh o7/ Y (AT
N7z Y Rz WIZ22D 7=
EHEARL
Eofz
BEd s zsIATE 2 ONEHICE 2 DDIEHIC 1 DR 1 >DEHh HKAAEFR | BeIELWLX
7= NENZOLE | ThEN—D | IOl | IZEF—D EEELARDY | AR D LR
Body 1 citation 1 R E5|HTE | BIETEL rElETE 5|ATEL -7z o7z
Body 2 citation 2 7= 7=
EVWBTIDICERT: EZT, B | b eER D LERT: HEYVEZ IFEAEER L0 BELA LWL
BRAVFELE- AN A
7=
TAAAYa vy TAD ADBREZLS | AOBRZH | ADERZ ADERIE | ADBRIEIE | AOBREEL
BRZEZEWVT MLT, FRHY | WTED2OE | ALEVWT | HhEUSE EAESEIC | AW
o7z RICBEEZR | #-o7 IZL%ah- Lah o7
> 7z 7=
FRAEDSFBEED
E2Zhby xLih,




Your TS:

4 . Nuclear Powerplant in Japan: Essay 4

by oisEAD -7 ENR hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)xs7T TILKEST
AN AN AW
I LT 4K hi) & S HLLZEDT hi)txs7T TILEST
AN AN AW
FIRO\BH% RN 3DRIDEH 32mHbH2 3205 bH 3 DONEMR 3DEHFEER | FRICSID
Body 1 LonWE DDOEAR%E L 1 >DER [Z7=h Wi DERICHF L WEEHRA #
Body 2 REBESE > EES IEL->mY CWiEo 7z URANDY A ) DHDED >
Body 3 7= 7= BaEx e 7= 7=
BEY 2N &5 FTE 3 DDEAIC 2 DODEMAIC 1 DR 12> 0EHR AALHBIAE | BEXEANR
Proofl-1, Proofl-2 TnEn=o Fznzn= ICIEF=2 Ic—25|H MER EEE DHLIED >
Proof2-1, Proof 2-2 LU BRI 5] DL R A tEIETE TEL Lih -7 7=
Proof3-1 Proof 3-2 HAc&f slATE 7=
RABER & KB Lo LW | REBERAR | RNBERY | REBERD | RENERER | bedEuvn
RABRNRE | 2hY. A | RoHnY. FHREHD | BhhHEh | REBRASR
oHY BB | EARRESL | ALEREBL | BREYD | Bu DHLEH
ZHEICRE | 2P TRBEIL 7= L7 7=
TE&ET: 7= > 7z
EnmTInicERT F<EZ, B by EeERT SLERT HEYVEZ IFEAEEZ BELA L
NOERNE Lh o7z mh o7
tEoT
TARAAyavTADER | ADBRZSL | AOBEREZL | ADERZ ADERIE | ADBRIFIE | ADEBRIZE
ZEWT: CEWT, £ | CHVTHEE | Buwtk- HFEVSE EAESEIC | DR
RAD o IZEbH -7z 7= ICL%ah- Lah -7z
7o, ET-I3HE 7=
BEefo7c

FRAEDSTHEEDL D

IZhh Y E L,

B EVWTAHATELDI Ty EAIEHYETH, EDPEYITL LD,

6. ZDEHIIATT A,







&% refutation IC2W T
Essay 4 : Nuclear Power Plant in Japan Tld U T refutation (KL £ L7ze RNER & Z DR E B~ Z
o, BODERDELIZELAMFEIFIEIZ-72TL LD, OFDIFTLES L,

&ThH Mgl HL HEVZITIE | BEAEZHIT | 2%

AW E7 0

Lo

mE» -7

SN ELL

BELL 72

R R ORI R 1
1. EARBEMPEIL-7TL &L D,

2. F1EhrOLHVLVRIFFRITL £ 9,




Process Writing I22WT
1. 5 BfNMTTOEDDT YA ZELBIET, UTOFERIEDLLWEE-7-TL LD, OFfFIFEL &

Do

&

TIKRIS | bY L DULEIL -7 | HFEVRERI | IFEAERI | 24K

7= AN =W AR

News sharing

Freewriting

Pro-con discussion

Outline sheet

Peer revision

Peer comments

Teacher’s conference 2

minutes

Teacher’s feedback 7sHl

Rubrics & A (synonyms %

&)
2. BICZyveADmE EEELICRISTIEHIIFATL &£ 5,

3. ZOEET, FOLIICELCHPAELE LD,

4, BT ytAlF, 2EEZEL% L F L7, Draftl—Draft2— Draft3 Z=XBEL TARIF LK HRY ZL=H, O%
FFEL £,

[Fun
5. lFWoiHE, ETEELTEDL I BEAN LB -7=TL &£ D,

(AIAY-¢

6. E2TNIEL &LL< HBTL &£,

N35571220T
1. %% LohYBRTEET A, OFDEL &,

Introduction,

Body,

Introduction, Body,
Conclusion »'BRHE

Introduction, Body,

Conclusion »'% %

Introduction, Body,

Conclusion »'% %

Introduction, Body,
Conclusion »'% %

Introduction, Body,
Conclusion 2t hH
Diz<n




Conclusion 88
T

BEED R E Y

FEREOIEY I
YT VAR YiR—

b, fEwRADY C B

FREDOIEY I+
VT VAR YiR—

b RO LWHBED

FREOIEY I+
VT VAR YiR—

b, fEwRAHE Y

FREDOIEY I
VTFVARL YiR—

b fERABARETIE

BEREZEDEY S
TR, YR

— b D A

sy TVR BICEBRINTLD | ErhTnd BTk AN TIEA L
YR— b, B
P BEHE (CHERR &
ncns
RZ 777 OO D Outline sheet FERIHLE LD, O%FDFFEL &5,
(YW (AYAY-&
Outline sheet Z ¥ D & 5 ICfEWE L7zh,
SEHICHHIEL 20T, RFZPEI LTI T4 v —MEHERLEEA, BATTEET e
=W AIAY-S
Statement E5RICDOWT important—
TS: FREZ)FEDT Yy A TEDLLWRIBTEZTL & D,
4 A 32N DR 3O EDIR 2 DDIRME 2 DDORHD 2 DDIRP & RELAY D A
E-Voting #L Proof % | # Proof Z& | 2T THA 123BED | HERE DE LT EDDE
2T, Lo 2T, BEE EhBEET 29 <, W EA D 9L, RAE R H
MY EEI I TERD TERLE FRICA ST FLERICA > 7z
TFEENTE T&ET: > 7z
7=
54 3OUEDIR | 3OULEDR |2 00RHES (2 DO0RIOL | 200RHE | BIAZ O
Smoking Ban #L Proof #& | ¥l Proof 4 | DIFThAL DEEEA S LEREDE L5TEADE
2T, Lo 2T, BE | pEEIET gL BLE EA DT, RAE R H
MY EEI IETERD | FiRkL RICAE 57 FLERICA > 7z
TFEENTE T&E7: > 7z
7=
6 A 3DOUEDIR |3 DOULEDRML | 2 00RWE |2 20RO 1 | 2 DDOIRME RULA B D
Cellphone Use #L Proof # & | Proof % &> HDOFTHA | DIFEENS HEREDE STEHDE
2T, Lo ¥, BEX EhEESE gL BLE EA D 9L, ROETED
MYEEEXE | B TERNT TEERLE RICHE 57 FLERICA -7z
TFEENTE By > 7z
7=
7H 3OUEDIR  (3DOUEDRIL | 200RME | 2 DO0RWD | 200RME | REHHZOH
Nuclear powerplant # Proof % & Proof % &> HOVFTHA 1 2IZEED HEREDE S5TEADE
2T, Lo ¥, BEX EhEESE 29 < BL EA D 9L, ROETED
MYUBEEXE TEERLE FRICH -T2 -7z




TERHINTE HTERNT FHULERICH

72 &1 > 7

HAIR N EOINIETLO BEILECHEEZDZNEDITEL LD, —HEDFEELHDZETL L D,

-e->¢-Thank you and enjoy your summer-e--e-
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Appendix

Semi-Structured Interview Core Questions

0. Opening
Since April, you have finished four academic essays. What is the change you noticed from the 1st

year in your essay writing?

1. Process writing: 5 weeks process
(1) What activity plays a significant role?
(2) What comment had strong impact on your writing?
(3) What good comment could you offer to your peers?
(4) After revising twice, did your essays improve?
(5) How hard was it to follow the 5 weeks stages?
(6) How did you improve your draft?
2. Changes in writing and thinking
(1) Content
(2) Confidence
3. Topics
(1) What is your reflection on the topics?
(2) Do you still think of the topics?
4.  Plans for future learning

(1) What is your next target?
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