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Abstract

This small-scale action research study examined the impact of implementing the writing
process approach along with peer-feedback to enhance paragraph structure writing. The study
was conducted with beginner A2 English level young adult students at a private university in
Bogot4, Colombia. Participants demonstrated difficulties coming up with ideas and organizing
them in clear paragraphs. In Colombia, few studies investigate the impact of the process writing
approach and peer-feedback on students’ paragraph enhancement at the university level, but
most of them concentrate on English improvement as a consequence of error correction or
teacher feedback. Data were collected from questionnaires (pre and post implementation), a
teacher’s journal, and participants’ artifacts (diagnostic and final test, peer-feedback checklists,
and written texts) and they were analyzed through the grounded theory method. The results
revealed that the process writing approach and peer-feedback had a positive impact on the
participants’ second language (L2) paragraph structure writing; they helped students raise
awareness on paragraph writing, develop writing habits, facilitate their production and
organization of ideas, and construct better-structured paragraphs. This study contributes to L2
writing research in two ways. First, it provides a feasible possibility to improve learners’
paragraph writing skills through the process writing approach. Second, it highlights the
importance of training and assisting students in writing through the implementation of writing
strategies, feedback tools, and authentic tasks that foster meaningful communication among
learners.

Key words: writing process approach; peer-feedback; paragraph structure writing; L2

writing.
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Resumen

En este estudio de investigacion de accidn a pequefia escala se analiz6 el impacto de la
implementacién del enfoque del proceso de escritura junto con la retroalimentacion de pares para
mejorar la estructura de la escritura del parrafo. El estudio se llevo a cabo con estudiantes adultos
jévenes principiantes del nivel A2 de inglés en una universidad privada en Bogota, Colombia.
Los participantes demostraron dificultades generando ideas y organizandolas en parrafos claros.
En Colombia, pocos estudios investigan el impacto del enfoque del proceso de escrituray la
retroalimentacion de pares en el mejoramiento de los parrafos de los estudiantes a nivel
universitario, pero la mayoria de ellos se centran en la mejora del inglés como consecuencia de la
correccion de errores o la retroalimentacion del profesor. Los datos fueron recolectados de los
cuestionarios (antes y despues de la implementacion), un diario docente y los artefactos de los
participantes (examen diagndstico y final, listas de verificacion de retroalimentacion de pares y
textos escritos) y se analizaron usando el método de la teoria fundamentada. Los resultados
revelaron que el enfoque del proceso de escritura y la retroalimentacion de pares tuvieron un
impacto positivo en la escritura de la estructura del parrafo en la segunda lengua de los
participantes; ayudaron a los estudiantes a crear conciencia sobre la escritura del parrafo,
desarrollar habitos de escritura, facilitar su produccién y organizacion de ideas y construir
parrafos mejor estructurados. Este estudio contribuye a la investigacion de la escritura de la
segunda lengua de dos maneras. En primer lugar, ofrece una posibilidad viable para mejorar las
habilidades de la escritura del parrafo de los educandos a través del enfoque del proceso de
escritura. En segundo lugar, destaca la importancia de entrenar y ayudar a los estudiantes en la
escritura a través de la implementacion de estrategias de escritura, herramientas de
retroalimentacion y tareas auténticas que fomenten la comunicacion significativa entre los

alumnos.



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION Vi

Palabras claves: enfoque del proceso de escritura; retroalimentacion de pares; escritura

de la estructura del parrafo; escritura de la segunda lengua.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.1 Introduction to the study

Writing is considered the most difficult language skill due to its multifaceted nature,
which involves attention to form, meaning, clarity, and organization (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996).
Opposite to speaking, it requires instruction and conscious learning (Hyland, 2003). In fact,
writing in the mother language (L1) can be a challenge due to the students’ lack of writing
experience, even if they have the linguistic tools. Therefore, writing in English for English as a
Foreign Language (EFL) students is even more complex not only because of their lack of
behaviors pertaining good writers, but also because they may struggle to transfer their rhetorical
knowledge from L1 to English (Cushing, 2013). Actually, one of the problems of second
language (L2) writing is negative transfer of L1 rhetorical patterns to L2 writing (Hyland, 2009).
This is because attention to accuracy to avoid vagueness, appropriate vocabulary choice, and a
variety of complex grammar structures is needed for effective writing to occur (Hedge, 2005).
However, students can only achieve understanding of how to write and develop their English
writing competence through training and practice, which takes place when learners are provided
with the necessary tools (Hyland, 2003). Basically, this skill requires a well-structured way of
conveying thoughts in an organized and planned way (Braine & Yorozu, 1998).

Although the importance of writing as a form of expression and means of
communication is recognized, it has been a neglected component of the language program both
in L1 and EFL or L2 teaching (White & Arndt, 1997). Often, more emphasis is given to speaking
practices and writing is just assigned as homework or used to reinforce other language skills,
such as listening, reading, and grammar (Reid, 2001). Indeed, students do not consider writing as

important as speaking and it tends to be relegated in many classes, unless they are working for a
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written examination (Gower, Phillips, & Walters, 1995). The reasons for this to happen are
related to teachers’ perception of the writing skills and time constraints; they think teaching
writing skills in English is not an easy job and they feel threatened when having to develop them
(Lombana, 2002). Hence, as writing requires time, guidance, and it does not focus on speaking,
some Colombian teachers of English prefer to overlook writing teaching.

When writing teaching is addressed in the classroom, teachers focus on providing
students with controlled writing exercises, writing models and the main interest is the finished
piece of writing. In this situation, teachers treat writing as a demonstration of students’ mastery
of linguistic forms thus the teacher’s role is limited to correcting language errors, which “is part
of the language instruction, but too much of it can be discouraging and demoralizing” (Ur, 1996,
p. 171). Although one of the purposes of writing teaching is to help students reinforce and
practice grammatical structures and vocabulary, it should not be the only focus. On the contrary,
writing teaching should deal with meaning, text structure and not just form to help students
develop their writing competence. However, writing is a thinking process that requires not only
cognitive skills, but language proficiency, which by itself does not make writing easier (White &
Arndt, 1997). That is precisely one of the reasons why students struggle with writing and
teachers need to look for effective teaching techniques. Hence, the close connection between
writing and thinking is what makes this skill vital for any language learner and course.

1.2  Rationale of the study

1.2.1 Needs analysis and problem statement
The subjects of this research were university students at Universidad Jorge Tadeo
Lozano, located in Bogota, Colombia, who showed difficulties in their writing skills. These

beginner English students struggled with word order, paragraph unit, and lack of clarity. Based



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 3

on these conjectures and in order to have concrete evidence, a needs analysis was done through:
a nine-question questionnaire focused on students’ perception on their own English writing
process, difficulties, and strategies (Appendix A), a written text about students’ past experiences
(Appendix D) and a rubric based on the 6+1 writing traits (Culham, 2003) (Appendix B).

Based on the needs analysis, the participants expressed that writing in English is a need
for them because it helps to get future working opportunities and cultural, social connections, it
IS necessary in academic achievement, and it is connected to their long-term personal goals
(Appendix C). Also, they recognized their difficulties when writing in English, which were
related to lack of vocabulary, connectors, grammar understanding, and especially, their difficulty
to communicate their ideas in English, avoiding Spanish interference. Students pointed out that
writing is difficult even in Spanish and L1 and L2 differences in terms of syntax made their
writing more complicated (Figure 2Figure 2Appendix C). Moreover, when asking students
about the writing traits they considered more problematic, most of them said that the use of
connectors and ideas organization were the most difficult aspects (Figure 3Appendix C).
Students’ perceptions about their difficulties when writing were related to what they showed in
their written texts about their vacation, funny or first experiences (Appendix D).

Considering all the problems this population has, this study focused on paragraph
structure as this was the most problematic situation found in the needs analysis. Students
demonstrated they did not know how to write and organize a paragraph or even a complete
sentence. In their text productions, students put several ideas together without punctuation,
sentence distinction, and paragraph unity. Most students thought that writing was putting

sentences together and they ignored the paragraph structure including topic sentences and
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concluding ideas. The fact that these students failed to effectively communicate their ideas when

writing paragraphs and their writing was poor motivated the researcher to undertake this project.

1.2.2 Justification of problem’s significance

This study focused on paragraph structure in order to develop students’ writing ability
from two perspectives: cognitive ability and sociocultural phenomenon, which are essential to
the effective teaching of writing (Cushing, 2013). Through the use of paragraphs, not only do
students think logically and clearly (Bakalis, 2003), but also they attempt at better organization
of ideas and sentence connections, which facilitate communication. Similarly, paragraph
structure leaves the grammar philosophy aside and concentrates on meaning, which means that
even though a paragraph has grammar mistakes at the sentence-level, it can be understood if it is
well-organized (Gugin, 2014). Therefore, the teaching of sentence-level grammar is irrelevant to
meaning transmission, but rather the paragraph is the basic unit of discourse (Kirszner &
Mandell, 2011) since it can contribute to learners’ writing organization and clarity. In other
words, teaching paragraph structure could let the students in this study see the interrelationship
among sentences and identify topic sentences, controlling ideas, and concluding sentences while
conveying clear messages. Thus, the paragraph structure teaching can contribute to students’
logical thinking and clarity in their messages.

Another reason why paragraph writing is important is because developing writing skills is
an essential element for students' academic success (Javed, Juan, & Nazli, 2013) since through
writing, learners reinforce grammatical structures, enhance their vocabulary and work on the
other language skills (Kellogg, 2008). When students are able to write something in a productive
way, they are demonstrating success during their learning process (Geiser & Studly, 2001).

Similarly, Richards (1990) asserts that “good writing skills are essential to academic success and
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a requirement for many occupations” (p. 100). Moreover, writing helps learners develop the
ability to think explicitly about how to organize as well as express their thoughts and go beyond
functional communication (Kern, 2000).

In addition, by improving their paragraph structure, students are going to improve their
writing, which is also important because learning to write in any language is a necessary life skill
when attempting authentic communication and participating in a new cultural setting (Raimes,
1983). The fact that the participants of this study do not communicate meaningfully in written
texts using English demonstrates they are unskilled writers and highlights the importance of this
problem in this context. An unskilled writer is not only one who cannot produce a good writing
product, but one who uses inappropriate writing behaviors (Richards, 1990). Besides lacking the
linguistic competence in English to communicate, some students do not know how to write even
in their L1 (Spanish), which makes this area worth studying especially attempting to help
students transfer their writing competence to other languages. Therefore, starting to teach
students how to write in order for them to become competent language users and effective
writers should be a must in the language classroom and this is one of the reasons why this

problem is important to research.

1.2.3 Strategy proposed to address problem

Due to the complexity of teaching writing and all the effort it demands from students, it is
necessary for teachers to adopt a writing model or approach and adapt it to the students’ needs
and interests so that writing is taken more seriously. Keeping in mind that a change is needed,
starting from the teachers’ conceptions about writing, more time, class practice, and teachers’
guidance should also be devoted to English writing teaching. All these aspects aim at helping

students enhance their writing knowledge and communication of ideas. Students need to know
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how to write, they cannot just be told: write a text about any topic. This highlights the
importance of paying attention to the writing process and helping students move from simple
pre-writing stages to actual writing production and editing. This does not mean that process
writing is the best and only solution for addressing writing difficulties in the classroom, but it is a
way of tackling the paragraph structure issue and changing the teacher’s role from a language
judge to a monitor and reader who responds to content (White & Arndt, 1997).

Therefore, the process writing approach was chosen because students have to go through
different stages (pre-writing, drafting, editing, publishing a final version), which will help them
think before writing and organize their ideas carefully. Similarly, the fact that this approach is
aligned with constructivist strategies that stress fluency and content benefits students’ self-
expression over grammar (Gugin, 2014), helping them focus first on meaning through organized
paragraphs and later on form. As the process is more important than the product (Burdick, 2011),
the process writing approach was chosen instead of the product-oriented methodology, which
emphasizes form over meaning (Gordon, 2008), because the target population of this study needs
to work on conveying ideas clearly focusing on the message rather than on the grammar. This
goal can be achieved by planning and organizing ideas prior to the presentation of the final
paragraph, highlighting not only authentic communication, but also thought processes because
writing is a thinking process (White & Arndt, 1997). In other words, this approach is expected to
help learners plan, monitor, and revise their writing as well as continue working on the process to
get the desired results (Cushing, 2013). Because of the previous reasons, the process writing
approach was selected to contribute to the students’ paragraph constructions in terms of unity
and clarity, expecting learners to get involved in deliberate implementation of logical

relationships and the structure relating a conventional paragraph (Gugin, 2014).
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In addition, the students’ role should not be limited to simply receive information on how
to write, apply it, and express their ideas, but they may contribute to their peer’s writing
products. Peer-review is beneficial in the writing process because it promotes collaborative work
and lets students respond actively to teacher responses (Harmer, 2004). However, students’
perceptions towards peer-feedback are not always positive; they may prefer teacher-feedback
rather than peer-feedback (Zhang, 1995). Some students point that peer-assessment is not reliable
since students may have enough knowledge, but they also have writing difficulties and they are
not teachers (Appendix C). Despite that, incorporating peer-reviews is an alternative feedback
technique to traditional error correction (Huntley, 1992).

Considering the importance of guiding students’ writing through a process and using
peer-feedback as a strategy to edit their writing products, the researcher decided to use the
process writing approach, as opposed to the product-oriented approach, as a tool to help students
structure their paragraph writing and peer-feedback to help them take an active role in their
English writing competence development.

1.3  Research question and objective

The purpose of this study was to determine the changes, if any, in A2 (CEFR) students’
paragraph structure writing when implementing the process writing approach stages (planning,
drafting, revising and editing, and writing a final version) along with peer-feedback through
checklists and open comments. Therefore, the corresponding research question was: How does
using the process writing approach along with peer-feedback influence A2 university students’
EFL paragraph structure writing?

1.4 Conclusion

Guiding learners throughout the writing process in paragraph writing and providing
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opportunities for them to benefit from their peers’ feedback is essential to help students improve
at the language and organization level. This fact emphasizes the importance of knowing how to
write since it is a life skill that may improve students’ language understanding and performance
as well as create consciousness about their writing production. Three important elements were
considered in this study: the process writing approach stages, paragraph structure, and peer-
feedback as the factors to make changes in the way writing teaching has been done. Hence, it is
essential to point out some research studies and theoretical concepts in order to set basic

foundations for the implementation of this study.

8
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Chapter 2: Theoretical Framework and State of the Art

2.1  Introduction

This chapter provides the literature review for the constructs used to address the
aforementioned writing problem; it first focuses on the contextualization and definition of
writing. Secondly, this chapter presents a description of the paragraph elements and structure.
Moreover, the chapter accounts for a depiction of the process writing approach, and finally,
definitions, characteristics and benefits of feedback and peer-feedback in writing are discussed.
Also, some research studies carried out in the areas of writing as a process and peer-feedback are
described to support this research study in regards to the research questions and objectives.

2.2 Theoretical Framework

2.2.1 Definition of writing

Traditionally, writing was considered as transcribed speech, which implied that being
able to write required to master spoken language and orthographic conventions (Rodwan & El-
Ashri, 2012). Similarly, over the years, writing has been considered a support system for learning
grammar and vocabulary, rather than a skill (Harmer, 2004). Writing has also been defined as a
communication skill; however, more than a skill, writing is a complex process that requires
“training, instruction, practice, experience, and purpose” (Grabe & Kaplan, 1996, p. 6).

Earlier views of writing have focused on writing as an outcome and the logical
construction and arrangement of forms (Hyland, 2009). From the expressivist view, writing is a
creative act of self-discovery in which both the process and product are important (Hyland,
2009). As writing is a developmental process, teachers are expected to encourage the writer’s
thinking through pre-writing tasks, such as: journal-writing and analogies (Elbow, 1998).

Besides, writing has been characterized as decontextualized (Ellis, 1994) because written
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communication does not happen in the presence of the writer and the reader. However, Grabe
and Kaplan (1996) affirm that writing is “far from decontextualized because every writing task is
situated in a rhetorical context, involving complex interrelationships among various elements of
writing: the writer, the reader, the text and reality” (p. 20).

Moreover, writing has been defined as a social act (Candlin & Hyland, 2014), which
means that it is the process where the production of texts displays methodologies, arguments and
rhetorical strategies built to involve and convince learners of the assertions made. From a
pedagogical perspective, writing is a difficult language skill to acquire (Tribble, 1996). It
“normally requires some form of instruction” and ““is not a skill that is readily picked up by
exposure” (Tribble, 1996, p. 11). Similarly, Harmer (2004) asserts that writing is an ability that
needs to be taught and consciously learned. For Byrne (1988), writing is the process of encoding,
processing information and expressing it in one’s own words.

According to the process writing approach, writing is defined as a cognitive process; it is
a creative moment that takes up different stages and strategies and has to be accompanied by
supportive and prompt feedback. “Writing is the result of employing strategies to manage the
composing process, which involves setting goals, generating ideas, organizing information,
selecting appropriate language, making a draft, reading and reviewing it, then revising and
editing” (Hedge, 2003, p. 302). Conversely, the communicative approach defines writing as a
social interaction; it is an information exchange in which authentic meaning is conveyed.
Additionally, the controlled-to-free writing approach, whose main objective is to enhance
grammar learning through the use of the different language skills, defines writing as a mere
grammar practice. In general terms, writing is a thinking process and an act of creation (White &

Arndt, 1997), which suggests that due to its freedom, it is personal and writers can express and
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discover ideas, share feelings, present information and even respond to others. This is the

definition that accompanied this study.

2.2.2 Paragraph elements and structure

The discussion of the nature of the paragraph dates back in the mid-1960s and up to the
early 1980s, where different scholars (Christensen, 1967; Rodgers, 1965; Eden & Mitchell,
1986) proposed definitions for the paragraph and its rhetorical structure. However, the debate
had already started with the paragraphing tips proposed by Angus in 1862 and the principles of
composing paragraphs presented by Bain in 1866. The former author defined the paragraph as “a
combination of sentences, intended to explain, illustrate, or prove, or apply some truth” (Angus,
1862, p. 401). Besides, he emphasized “unity” as its main element and the need for one theme in
each paragraph, which was the origin of the topic sentence. The latter author described the
paragraph as “a division of discourse next higher than the sentence...a collection of sentences
with unity of purpose” (Bain, 1877, p. 108). The legacy of these early scholars generated the
three tenets of paragraph structure of the early twentieth century: unit, coherence, and emphasis
(Tebeaux, 2011).

More recent authors, such as: Rajatanun (1988) defined the paragraph as the unit of
writing which expresses one central idea and consists of two types of sentences: a topic sentence
and supporting sentences. Jayakaran (2005) affirmed that the paragraph is the basic unit of any
kind of writing. Similarly, Fawcett (2013), Kirszner and Mandell (2011) describe the paragraph
as the basic element of communication in English academic writing. In addition, Gugin (2014)
affirmed that the paragraph is “a structured collection of sentences that follows organizational
principles of unity and coherence” (p. 25) and Schell (1970) asserted that the paragraph is a

versatile tool that should be the primary focus in the composition program of intermediate grades
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where learning to write is expected. All these definitions highlight the importance of the
paragraph to English composition instruction, but Gugin’s definition is the one that accompanied
this study.

Regarding the paragraph elements, O’Donnell and Paiva (1993) affirmed that the
essential parts for paragraph writing are: a topic sentence, supporting sentences, details, logical
order, logical connectors, a concluding sentence, unity, and parallel progression. Gopen (2004)
clarifies that a topic sentence includes two aspects: the theme and the claim made about that
subject in one or several sentences. Those elements were included in the checklist used by
students to give peer-feedback (Appendix K). In addition, Strunk and White (1999) mentioned
three key aspects to good paragraph construction. First, good paragraphs start with the familiar
and end with the new information. Second, it is important to keep the number of subjects to a
minimum because it gives a sense of coherence and simplicity to the reader. Third, each
paragraph should have an issue, a point, and a discussion. The issue comes first and tells what
the paragraph is about, the point is the principal comment of the issue and finally the sentences
of discussion amplify and defend the point with supporting evidence. In other words, a paragraph
consists of the topic sentence, supporting sentences, and the concluding sentence, which must be
unified and coherent (Shahhoseiny, 2015) and this is the expected paragraph structure this study
attempted.

Moreover, Schell (1970) proposed a sequential outline with four elements needed to
construct a thoughtful, well-organized, and self-contained paragraph. First, a paragraph should
develop and deal with a single topic. Second, a paragraph typically has a topic sentence. Third,
sentences in a paragraph are related to each other. Fourth, a paragraph should be concluded or

summarized with a general sentence related to the topic sentence. In this study, all these elements
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were used during the peer-feedback through the checklists and the analysis of the information to
judge a paragraph as a well-structured one. This explicit paragraph structure is essential to
effective writing (Duncan, 2007) and is convenient for the reader since the paragraph signals the

organization of arguments and for the writer because they keep their thinking clear and concise

(Strunk & White, 1999).

2.2.3 Process writing approach

In the teaching of writing, there are different approaches that help students practice their
writing skills and encourage their creativity, especially the writing habit. Due to the nature of this
project, the process writing approach is the focus. This approach concentrates on the writing
process, which Harmer (2004) defines as the stages a writer goes through in order to produce
something in its final written form. He asserts that this process may be affected by the content,
the type of writing, and the medium it is written in. However, in all cases this process has four
main elements: planning, drafting, editing, and final version. “The process of writing is not
linear, but rather recursive. This means that “writers plan, draft, and edit, but then often re-plan,
re-draft, and re-edit” (Harmer, 2004, p. 5).

Figure 1 shows the different directions writers can take.

PLANNING DRAFTING
FINAL VERSION? EDITING
FINAL VERSION The process wheel

Figure 1. The process wheel (Harmer, 2004, p. 6).
Each process writing stage needs attention and is important to the final product. In the

planning stage, writers decide the content and this may involve jotting down any preliminary
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notes and brainstorming ideas (Harmer, 2004). A draft is the first version of a piece of writing,
which after some editing, the writer creates a new draft until it becomes the final version. In the
editing stage, writers reflect and revise their texts taking into account language, coherence,
cohesion, style, punctuation, spelling, among other aspects. Finally, writers produce the final
version, which might be different from the original plan and drafts.

Considering writing a process rather than a product implies understanding that writing is
re-writing and that re-vision has an essential role in the creation of writing (White & Arndt,
1997). However, the process writing approach does not mean that there is no interest in the
product. On the contrary, by focusing on the writing stages, students are expected to arrive at the
best product. In this way, the focus of this project is the process writing approach because
through it students will have the opportunity to develop their ideas progressively and be guided
in their writing while nurturing their writing skills. This approach is important because it
empowers students and emphasizes on interactive learning where teachers provide feedback on
meaning and students discover how to convey their ideas.

The process writing approach has implications for learning and teaching. Opposite to
product-oriented writing, this model gives importance to planning helping learners to write with
confidence. Thus, teachers need to show students how to plan and motivate them to think of their
content and sequence. Harmer (2004) points out that there are several ways of planning, such as:
brainstorming or guided tasks where students need to decide on the content, purpose, and
audience of their writing. Also, students need to understand that the first piece of writing they
produce is not graded (Raimes, 1938), but drafts are attempts to finished products (Harmer,

2004). In this sense, teachers’ responsibilities, besides encouraging students’ reflection and
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revision, are to train them in using checklists to respond to writing and make suggestions to

students’ texts in terms of organization of ideas and content.

2.2.4 The role of feedback and peer-feedback in writing

Feedback is considered an important element to the development of L2 writing skills,
“both for its potential for learning and for students’ motivation” (Hyland, K. & Hyland, F., 2006,
p. 83). Hattie and Timperley (2007) defined feedback as “information provided by an agent (e.g.
teacher, peer, book, parent, self, experience) regarding aspects of one’s performance or
understanding” (p. 81). Feedback can take different purposes, effects, and types depending on
the nature of instruction, the pedagogical approach, and even the students’ expected outcomes. In
this study, feedback was addressed from the process writing approach and the peer source, which
was implemented in three written tasks along the pedagogical implementation cycles (Appendix
M) and through the use of a checklist for each of the process writing stages (Appendix K).

Opposite to the product-oriented writing approach, which is focused on summative
feedback, the process writing approach uses formative feedback, which aims at helping students
develop their writing skills by means of constant support and revision of their papers. As Hyland
and Hyland (2006) point out, the process writing approach animates teachers to assist students
through drafts and to suggest adjustments during the process rather than at the end highlighting
feedback as an essential tool that enhances students’ self-expression capability. Cushing (2013)
also supports the need for constant feedback in a process approach since it is essential to
revision. Other authors (Ferris & Hedgcock, 2004; Williams, 2005) recommend commenting
primarily on content before commenting on language issues as a useful way to provide feedback

in a process approach. In this way, the importance of writing is concentrated on composing skills
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and students’ ideas development through writing and re-rewriting instead of mechanical
accuracy or linguistic forms.

In addition, as feedback is an essential part to promote effective writing since it provides
students with guidance and helps them build confidence, it should have certain characteristics to
be effective. Hattie and Timperley (2007) highlight that effective feedback should answer three
questions: where am I going? (goals), how am | going? (progress), where to next? (activities to
make better progress). Likewise, Chappuis (2012) mentioned six characteristics of effective
feedback. They are: it directs students to the intended learning, it points out what the student is
doing well and offers specific information to guide improvement, it occurs during learning, while
there’s still time to act on it, it is given only when students have at least some understanding, it
doesn’t do the thinking for students, and it limits corrective information to what the student can
act on. All these aspects were considered both at the training level and peer-feedback process.

In the process writing approach, the teacher is not the only source of assessment; students
can also be engaged in reacting to their peer’s texts, which has been called peer-feedback. This
type of assessment has become an increasingly common practice in English and ESL writing
classes (Scott, 1996) and it has been considered a valuable element in the writing process
(Harmer, 2004). Parsons (2001) recognizes the benefits of peer-editing to the writing process and
highlights that revision in pairs is a powerful writing technique and a core element of writing
programs. Some advantages of peer-feedback have to do with reducing the teacher’s workload
and allowing students to receive regular feedback and apply performance standards to the work
of others (O’Malley & Valdez, 1996). Besides this, students have an authentic audience to write
for, develop critical reading skills that can transfer to their own writing, and may focus on issues

that teachers did not address (Williams, 2005). Scott (1996) also affirms that peer-review



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 17

encourages students to work together and helps them edit and revise their texts, which facilitates
the teachers’ task of developing students’ ability to edit and revise on their own. Thus, peer-
review is less authoritarian, helps students view colleagues as collaborators rather than
evaluators, and requires students to be guided in order for it to be productive (Harmer, 2004).

Although peer-response is a good alternative to the teachers’ feedback (Harmer, 2004),
teachers should be aware of its potential shortcomings. For instance, Cushing (2013) affirms that
feedback in L2 classrooms has revealed two issues: students do not always give good feedback
and students frequently resist or disregard peer-feedback. Kern (2000) mentions a common
concern in L2 contexts: students’ hesitant trust towards their peer’s comments since they are
learning the language just like their peers. O’Malley and Valdez (1996) suggest two strategies to
avoid this situation: making students responsible for possible improvement in a peer’s paper and
encouraging students to answer questions teachers design. These types of questions and peer-
feedback activities, aside from being a guide for students, foster critical awareness and are
focused on learners and their interaction (Katijah, 2008).
2.3 State of the art

A number of research studies have confirmed that the process writing approach is useful
to teach English (as a L2) writing (Adigiizel, 1998; Karatay, 2011; Sentiirk, 2009; Ulper & Uzun,
2009). Most research studies have found that there is improvement in students’ writing
proficiency and skills. Cheung and Chan (1994) demonstrated that the process approach
successfully helped students develop their writing skills. Likewise, Lee’s (2006) study revealed
that the process writing approach enabled university students to use complex sentences. Rivera’s
study (2011), for instance, demonstrated that by implementing the pre-writing, writing and re-

writing stages proposed by Hamp-Lyons and Heasley, Colombian students had better writing
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production and skills, such as: mechanical skills, treatment of content, stylistic and judge skills.
Moreover, Ho (2006) demonstrated that the process approach is a feasible solution to
heightening the writing abilities and confidence of primary school students, especially those who
have higher English proficiency. Similarly, Caicedo’s (2016) study evidenced Colombian
students’ improvement in their vocabulary and use of grammar structures due to the writing
editing process carried out using a cooperative process-oriented writing strategy. These studies
have examined the impact the process writing approach had on participants’ English and writing
proficiency, but they have not examined the effects on paragraph structure.

Likewise, research findings from studies on the effectiveness of the process approach
have established that it is effective not only in helping students improve their writing skills, but
also their attitudes towards writing (Tyson, 1999; Lo, 1994; Goldstein & Carr, 1996; Jacob &
Talshir, 1998; Cheung, 1999; Pennington & Cheung, 1995). More recent studies, such as Yayli’s
(2009) found that lessons using the process writing decreased students’ negative views about
writing. Melgarejo’s (2009) Colombian study revealed that young learners’ prior negative
perceptions on writing changed as a result of the implementation of the process approach.
Similarly, Bayat’s (2014) study revealed that the process writing approach improved first-year
university students’ success in written expression and reduced their writing anxiety. Cakir (2003)
also demonstrated that the process writing activities improved university students’ written
expressions in terms of cohesion, grammaticality, rhetorical structure, content information value,
and creativity. Lipson, Mosenthal, Daniels, and Woodside-Jiron (2002) demonstrated that despite
teachers’ different interpretations of the “process approach”, they regarded this methodology as
student-centered and the teacher’s writing process instruction through drafts and conferences

granted students’ autonomy and ownership of their writing. Other Colombian studies (Caro,
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2014; Osma, 2014; Rincdn, 2009) have also demonstrated improvement in students’ writing
composition and skills through the use of the process approach. Even though these studies have
demonstrated the effectiveness of the process writing approach in different educational levels,
they have not examined the potential impact on students’ paragraph structure improvement.

In addition, other studies have found good results in the use of activating background
knowledge strategies and planning strategies when writing. In an ESL study, Weissberg (2006)
found that the use of “pre-writing talk” and “invention talk” were useful strategies in generating
ideas and setting expectations for the writing task. This highlights the importance of the planning
stage in the process writing approach to help students focus on the content rather than the
language. Sasaki (2002) identified three types of planning strategies for L2 writing: global,
thematic, and local planning, which helped Japanese learners organize their texts and ideas and
plan their texts content. Similarly, Friedlander’s (1990) study exhibited that L1 pre-writing
activities facilitate organization and coherence in students’ texts. Becker (1991) analyzed
German learners’ brainstorming use before writing and concluded that their compositions had
more imagery and interesting ideas than the control group. However, McDonough (1999)
showed research studies, which did not use planning in L2 writing, but moved directly into
writing pointing out at their lack of effectiveness.

Furthermore, other research studies have signaled improved paragraph-writing skills due
to direct instruction and the use of writing strategies (Saad & Ahmed, 2015; Wong & Storey,
2006; Saberi & Rahimi, 2013). Bakalis (2003) evidenced in her study that not only recursive
planning of paragraphs, but also explicit teaching of essay and paragraph writing helped students
reflect on what they wanted to say and how to connect their ideas. Garnica and Torres (2015)

demonstrated that orientation to guide students’ paragraph writing as well as the implementation
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of the process-genre approach contributed to Colombian students’ improvement in descriptive
paragraph writing pertaining organization and vocabulary. However, Wang’s (1992) comparative
study of Chinese and English academic writing regarding paragraph organization revealed that
rhetorical organization is culture specific.

Most research studies on paragraph writing skills improvement have been focused on
learners with cognitive disabilities, who have been able to construct paragraphs including topic
sentences, supporting details and concluding sentences (Trela, 2008; Konrad & Test, 2007;
Hudson, Hinkson-Lee & Collins, 2013; Wallace & Bott, 1989). Other research studies have
pointed out the impact of web-based instruction or Computer Assisted Instruction (CAI) on
students’ paragraph writing achievement (Woottipong, 2013; Pigg, 1996) and on the
implementation of the writing process (Villas, 2011). Borji and Khodabandel (2013) revealed
that Iranian intermediate learners’ paragraph writing ability improves more when they are
provided with the incidental learning of grammar. Similarly, Shahhonseiny’s (2015) study
suggested that teachers should help students in paragraph writing by familiarizing them with
English grammar and presenting common errors related to topic, supporting and concluding
sentences. All these studies have demonstrated improved writing paragraph skills at different
educational levels; however, they have not examined the impact of the process writing approach
on students’ paragraph structure improvement.

Regarding feedback, some Colombian studies have demonstrated the importance of
feedback on students’ writing improvement (Univio & Perez, 2014; Rivera, 2011; Alvira, 2013).
Univio and Perez (2014) revealed that ipsative feedback throughout the process writing approach
enhanced students’ argumentative essay writing and raised self-awareness of progress. Rivera

(2011) demonstrated that timely feedback during the process writing approach was very useful in
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students’ writing improvement. Alvira’s (2013) study revealed that feedback given through the
web 2.0 tool Screencast contributed to students’ writing improvement in different types of
paragraphs. Similarly, Freestone’s (2009) research in the United Kingdom showed that students
can improve their learning and academic performance by working on reviewing and redrafting of
essay-type tasks when giving guidance and acting upon iterative feedback. These studies have
evidenced the usefulness of feedback and its connection to the writing process approach on
students’ general writing improvement, but they have not considered the impact of feedback and
the writing process approach on students’ paragraph organization.

Other research has explored writing feedback from sources different from the teacher and
has investigated the impact of peer-feedback (Hyland, 2003; Liu & Hansen, 2002). For instance,
Séror (2011) confirmed that instructor-based feedback was important, but alternative sources of
feedback (friends, roommates, etc.) were valuable to compensate for problems with instructors’
feedback. Similarly, Tian and Nassaji (2016) found that high-beginner Chinese L2 learners
evidenced significant improvement in the accuracy of their writings due to peer-review and co-
writing. This fact highlights peer-feedback as a potentially powerful "alternative to the traditional
sources of feedback on student writing, namely teacher response” (Hu & Lam, 2010, p. 372).
Other studies support the benefits peer-feedback has on students’ writing improvement. For
instance, Gomez (2013) demonstrated that peer-feedback can help students enhance their level of
coherence and he acknowledges student peers as a reliable source of assessment. Guilford’s
(2001) results showed that students were able to produce their own drafts and correct their
peers’, by carrying out a training process on writing skills, peer-revision, and the use of rubrics.
Roberson (2016) demonstrated that first-year L2 collaborative writers, who evaluated their peers,

not only produced stronger second drafts, but also saw the efficacy of peer-response. Similarly, a
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study carried out to determine whether giving feedback was more beneficial than receiving
feedback or the other way around found that students improved their own writing, but more gains
were observed in the givers (Lundstrom & Baker, 2009). These studies highlight the impact of
peer-revision in terms of writing improvement and suggest including a training process on peer-
feedback as well as the use of clear guidelines for students.

Therefore, in order for peer-feedback to be effective, students need to be guided on what
to correct or respond to when reading their peers’ texts (Harmer, 2004). Research shows that
when teachers explain how to provide peer-feedback with clear criteria, students are able to
respond to their peers (Miao, Badger, & Zhen, 2006). In addition, this research demonstrated that
even though peer-feedback has benefits for students’ performance, students acted more upon
teacher feedback than peer-feedback because students thought their teacher was more
knowledgeable than their classmates. This finding is linked to Mourente’s (2004)
recommendation to use the implementation of both ways of correction in writing, so that students
feel supported and disinhibited when giving and acting upon their peer’s feedback. Not only
have these results pointed out the possible interdependence between both methods, but also the
feedback provider role teachers need to take when responding to students’ texts.

Previous studies have found how different strategies in L2 writing help learners at
different stages of the writing process improve their writing performance, what skilled writers
are able to do and the strategies they use, but they have not examined the connection between
process writing approach and students’ metacognitive improvement and self-regulated learning.
In Colombia, there are very few studies that investigate the impact of the process writing in
students’ autonomous behaviors at the university level, but most of them concentrate on English

improvement due to error correction or teacher feedback. In the same way, working on writing
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using peer-feedback is seldom done because the teacher has the knowledge to correct and guide
students making instruction teacher-centered. Thus, adopting this writing approach along with
peer-feedback is an opportunity for students to be successful not only in their writing behaviors,
but also it is a way of transferring the knowledge power to students by letting them control both
content and language.
2.4  Conclusion

In brief, this chapter has defined key constructs useful for the explanation and
implementation of the research objective and question. Also, research studies and experts on
writing, process writing approach, peer-feedback and the role of feedback in writing have been
described. In this study, writing was considered a thinking process through which students can
construct meaning and communicate their ideas to others. The process writing approach involves
four stages (planning, drafting, editing, and publishing) and it needs guidance and training. In
addition, the researcher discussed the importance of feedback as a way of encouraging and
helping students shape their writing. In order to explain the research implementation used to
answer the research question, the following chapter describes the instruments and some research

considerations in regards to participants, the researcher’s role, and ethics.
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Chapter 3: Research Design

3.1 Introduction

The previous research studies and theoretical constructs showed the importance of
adopting a writing model to help students improve at the linguistic, communicative, and
organizational level. Consequently, the process writing approach was used as a way to assist
participants in their paragraph structure writing because it breaks the complex process of
composing into small parts (Peregoy & Boyle, 2012). Likewise, peer-feedback played a relevant
role empowering students to evaluate others and analyze writing aspects. Learners had
opportunities for meaningful writing and this led to less teacher dependence (Richards, 1990). To
observe the impact of these strategies, a pre and post questionnaire, a teacher’s journal, and
participants’ artifacts were implemented, piloted and applied before, during, and after the
pedagogical implementation. They were also triangulated and some ethical issues were
considered.
3.2  Type of study

This study was framed under the action research approach and was conducted in a
university level context. The project followed the structure and characteristics of action research,
which according to Mills (2007), involve developing any systematic inquiry conducted in the
teaching/learning environment to gather information in order to gain insights, develop reflective
practice, carry out positive changes in educational practices, and improve students’ outcomes. In
the same way, this project followed the principles of qualitative research, which is focused on
experience-based data collection techniques, so that the information was descriptive and

narrative (Mills, 2007).
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Additionally, as action research involves talking a self-reflective, critical and systematic
approach to explore one’s own teaching context (Burns, 2010), it was necessary to go through
the planning, action, observation, and reflection phases (Kemmis & McTaggart, 1988) in one
cycle of action research, whose process is in the timeline (Appendix L). During the first stage,
the needs analysis demonstrated a writing problem in university A2 level students. The data
collected let the researcher identify and explain the problem as well as state the Research
question and objective. In the action and observation stages, the researcher designed process
writing activities, rhetorical structure awareness workshops, a peer-feedback checklist, paragraph
writing tasks, and the action plan (Appendix M), which were part of the deliberate teaching
intervention and data collection tools. At the last phase, the data gathered was analyzed to
answer the research question and provide evidence that improved writing results could take place
through constant pedagogical changes. The action research frame allowed the researcher to
evaluate and reflect on her teaching with the aim of bringing about improvements in practice
(Burns, 2010).

3.3  Context

This study took place at Universidad Jorge Tadeo Lozano, which is a private university
located in the downtown of Bogot4, Colombia. As this university lacks a Department of
Languages, there is an agreement with the Centro Colombo Americano (CCA) to provide
students with the English language learning service. CCA is recognized as a binational center
and considered a non-profit private English foundation, whose mission is to strengthen cultural
and academic links between Colombia and the United States and provide quality services in a

suitable English learning environment.
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The university program offered by CCA aims at developing students’ high general and
academic English proficiency by working deeply on the language skills and systems so that they
can use English in the academic and professional context. The program offers four hours of
English classes a week, which are distributed into two days of 100-minute sessions. The target
population is students from different majors, such as: industrial design, marine biology, graphic
design, etc., who are placed into the six English levels based on a diagnostic written and oral test.
These students take the English levels because they are a graduation requirement.

According to the CCA’s principles, English classes in the university program should
follow the communicative approach and project-based methodology. Students should participate
and interact actively, work collaboratively in the development of tasks, discover language and
vocabulary inductively, practice the language in authentic situations, and be guided towards
autonomy through the use of learning strategies. Teachers should foster an anxiety-free
environment, where students feel motivated to use English fluently and accurately in the four
language skills. In addition, the English syllabi are based on the Touchstone textbooks topics and
students should work on an online Cambridge Language Management System to consolidate

them.

3.3.1 Participants

A group of ten last-year students (two girls and eight boys) studying different
undergraduate programs at Universidad Jorge Tadeo Lozano with an A2 level according to the
Common European Framework (CEFR) participated in this study. The participants’ ages range
from 19 to 26 years and most of them took three English levels prior to this course. They have a
very basic understanding of English and have had little training on English writing. The needs

analysis and diagnostic test (Appendix N) showed that they struggled with writing organized
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paragraphs, making good use of punctuation and connectors, vocabulary, and grammar. These
linguistic needs as well as these learners’ desire to improve their writing skills motivated the
researcher to choose this particular group for the research study.

Regarding their affective needs, these students face the challenge of studying English
after having stopped for a while, which makes them lack confidence in their writing production
and study habits. The needs analysis evidenced students’ feelings about their English writing
perceptions; they felt hesitant and worried about their writing, pointing out that writing was
difficult. Also, students disclosed their beliefs about the implementation of peer-feedback
indicating divided opinions. Some students considered that tool as a learning opportunity, but
other students considered their partners’ feedback a non-reliable source.

In terms of the participants’ cognitive needs, this group needed to start developing more
concrete and connected ideas moving from the knowledge to the comprehension level in
Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom, Engelhart, Furst, Hill, & Krathwohl, 1956). This involved having
more clear descriptions and comprehension texts that showed students’ cognitive skills
development. These students also needed to react more critically to their peers’ compositions

showing analysis and supporting their evaluations with arguments.

3.3.2 Researcher’s role

The role of the researcher was that of active participant-observer since she got involved in
the observation of her teaching outcomes and students’ progress as well as in the role of teacher-
researcher. This role involves monitoring the effects of teaching and adjusting instruction
accordingly (Mills, 2007). Also, this role required the teacher to be fully immersed in the
observation of the strategies impact on students’ reactions and learning process. Mainly, the

researcher was in charge of observing, taking notes, adjusting her pedagogical implementation,
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and analyzing both her students’ intervention and hers. Thus, participative observation lets

researchers understand better because they see things as the participants do (Denscombe, 1998).

3.3.3 Ethical considerations

When carrying this research study, the researcher followed three fundamental ethical
principles: informed consent, anonymity and confidentiality, and protection from harm (Norton,
2009). This was done to ensure the researcher’s responsibility to maintain the trust and well-
being of the study participants and for the contributors to provide reliable data (Mills, 2007). In
this study, two types of permission were considered: first, permission from the school board;
second, students’ consent to accept the research. The institutional consent letter was to notify the
CCA’s academic director about the research project and receive her approval (Appendix F) and
the students’ consent letter was to ask for students’ participation and notify them about the
research project (Appendix E).

In the consent letters, students agreed to reveal their names in case their work was used as
evidence and others decided to use nicknames or not to be mentioned. The researcher knows the
participants’ identities, but she promises not to release them to anyone, which evidences
confidentiality (Mills, 2007). Similarly, participants were informed about the confidentiality of
their work and the data collected from them, their protection from embarrassment, and the
investigative purpose the information. Anonymity was maintained by including pseudonyms and
removing the participants’ names. Finally, protection of participants was guaranteed in the
informed consent, where learners freely agreed to contribute to the study understanding that they
were not going to be harmed in any way and that they could withdraw from the process

whenever and their performance or learning was not going to be affected.
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3.4  Data collection instruments

The data collection instruments were designed to collect information about the impact of
the process writing approach on its different stages as well as the role peer-feedback had on
students’ paragraph structure writing. Through the different instruments, it was possible to
analyze the teacher’s observations on students’ strategies implementation for each phase of the
process writing approach, students’ perceptions towards the use of peer-feedback and the

approach, and their actual written work.

3.4.1 Description

3.4.1.1  Questionnaires

Questionnaires are used to gather large amounts of information in a relatively short time
period compared to interviews (Mills, 2007). According to Dornyei (2003), questionnaires
provide three types of information: factual or demographic (which has to do with the
participants’ background and experiences), behavioral (which focuses on the participants’
actions), and attitudinal (which is related to participants’ attitudes, beliefs, opinions, interests,
and value). In order for this instrument to provide useful data, it is important to avoid lengthy
questionnaires and messy presentations, not to ask unnecessary questions, use structured items
with various possible responses and “other comments” section, and proofread the questions
(Mills, 2007). This study used questionnaires before (Appendix G) and after (Appendix H) the
implementation to collect and compare information about students’ beliefs and attitudes in
regards to the impact of the process writing approach and peer-feedback on their paragraph
structure writing development. This instrument was relevant to compare participants’ factual,

behavioral, and attitudinal data with their actual progress in the artifacts.
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3.4.1.2 Teachers’ journal

Teachers’ journals are a valuable information source to keep track of teachers’
perspectives of what is happening in the classroom and they help teachers reflect on their
practice continuously (Mills, 2007). Burns (2010) classifies journals into: factual, descriptive,
reflective, memoir journal, and daily log. In this study, the researcher used a teacher journal to
record observations, factual information, personal reactions, and reflections, which are related to
the first three categories of Burn’s journal types. The researcher designed one format to take
notes labeled as in-class teacher journal format (Appendix I). It was used to record the teacher’s
observation while students worked on their writing tasks following the process writing approach
as well as when they were peer-assessing their artifacts. This instrument was pertinent to this
study because it showed the teachers’ perspective and it could be correlated with the students’

perceptions.

3.4.1.3  Participants’ artifacts

Artifacts are “written or visual sources of data that contribute to our understanding of
what is happening in our classrooms” (Miller, 2007, p. 72). In this study, the artifacts were the
students’ paragraph writing tasks (Appendix J) in the different stages of the process writing
approach, the diagnostic and final test (Appendix N), and the peer-feedback checklists
(Appendix K). These artifacts were collected at different moments of the process to analyze
students’ progress in writing and their reactions to peer-feedback. Moreover, these instruments
were useful in showing patterns related to the research question and they revealed solid proof of
the impact of peer-feedback on students’ written performance and paragraph writing. Several

studies have evidenced that students’ written drafts were useful elements in the analysis of
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students’ writing process development (Diaz, 2010; Tapia & Silva, 2010; Zufiga & Macias,

2006).

3.4.2 Design and validation of the instruments

Prior to implementing the aforementioned instruments, they were validated by having two
colleagues, who teach the same English level as the researcher, and the institution program’s
coordinator, proofread them and give feedback to the researcher. In this way, the questionnaires
were reshaped and adjusted to the study objectives, the teacher’s journal format was reorganized,
and the peer-feedback checklists underwent wording changes. Besides, the instruments were
piloted with two groups of students with similar characteristics to the focus group in order to test
their usefulness and appropriateness to answer the research questions. These two processes
helped the researcher refine the instruments and make sure the participants did not have
problems when using them. Piloting data-collection instruments should be done to examine
duration of the instrument implementation, clarity of instructions, and unnecessary aspects (Bell,
2005).

To ensure the data reliability, triangulation was necessary, which involves including
various points of view on the investigated phenomenon (Freeman, 1998). There are different
types of triangulation; however, in this study, methodological triangulation was the only one
implemented. The researcher used different sources to collect data and study the problem, which
helped to minimize bias in findings and increase the researcher’s confidence to analyze data
(Freeman, 1998). The implementation and analysis of students’ paragraph tasks and tests,
teacher’s journal, pre and post-implementation questionnaires let the researcher corroborate the
information and find the instruments intersection point to answer the research questions of this

study.



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 32

3.5  Conclusion

This chapter explained the study design as an action research study with a qualitative
orientation. It also provided information about participants’ background and needs, the study
context, and research objective. The type of study exhibited the careful planning of the research
implementation considering institutional and students’ permissions, the instruments descriptions,
validity, and piloting. Therefore, this study set the ground for the research study implementation
stage, and more detailed information on the stages to implement and gather data are provided in

subsequent chapters.
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Chapter 4: Pedagogical Intervention and Implementation

4.1 Introduction

The previous data collection instruments, context, and researcher’s role gave a glimpse of
some important elements for the implementation of the process writing approach, paragraph
structure, and peer-feedback. This pedagogical intervention presents a description of the
pedagogical approach used to implement the previous three constructs in students’ paragraph
tasks during an intensive English course in 2015. This intervention considered the visions of
learning, language, classroom, and curriculum to plan, design, and carry out the pedagogical
activities, learning objectives, and materials. Also, a detailed description of the five stages
developed through the implementation and lesson plan samples are presented. The
implementation was characterized by a student-centered approach that empowered learners to
make sense of the content and activities for their personal learning, which assigned a facilitator
role to the teacher.

4.2 Visions of language, learning, classroom, and curriculum

4.2.1 Vision of language

Teachers’ perception about language teaching influences language study choices and
approaches to teach language in a coherent manner, as well as students’ expectations (Tudor,
2001). In this particular context, the nature of language is considered from two perspectives:
language as a linguistic system and language from a functional perspective, which are connected
to the participants’ needs and learning context. Both visions are used from an integrative
perspective, where both language and skills take part in students’ academic training to develop

their communicative skills.



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 34

On the first hand, language is a linguistic system to achieve communicative competence.
This idea suggests that mastering that system is a necessary prerequisite for achieving
meaningful communication (Tudor, 2001). In fact, Saussure defined language as a system
(langue) that conceptualizes experiences of the world and expresses ideas determined by the
boundaries of the set (Bouissac, 2010). Similarly, language involves six categories according to
the language content of textbooks: grammar, vocabulary, phonology, discourse, style and
appropriateness, and varieties of the target language (Cunningsworth, 1995), which should be
structured in the teaching of language. The knowledge of grammar provides learners with the
ability to use language for communication; however, vocabulary knowledge is what allows them
to express meaning; lexis is the basis of language (Lewis, 1993, p. 133). More importantly, in
this context, discourse, style and appropriateness are essential to effective communication since
they focus on sequencing of sentences and structuring text, as well as attitudinal, contextual, and
sociolinguistic aspects of language use, respectively. Therefore, this vision considers a coherent
approach (Communicative Approach) that involves language as a whole rather than the sum of
its parts (Cunningsworth, 1995). Therefore, all the components of the language system require
integration through a system-based approach (Tudor, 2001) and contribute to students’ linguistic
and communicative competence.

On the other hand, language is a social action from the functional perspective. This idea
focuses on Hymes’ (1972) theory of communicative competence and Halliday’s (1993)
systemic-functional model. In the former theory, learners use language in a social context to
express concepts, perceptions, and values that are relevant within a speech community. In the
latter model, the linguistic system is associated to the social structure, where the language works

according to three modes of meaning: ideational, interpersonal, and textual. In this context, the
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goal of language learning is to let students use the language for a real situation, which is linked
to the two characteristics of language for specific purposes (Robinson, 1991). First, students

learn the language because they need it for a pragmatical purpose, which can be related to their
academic or professional life. Second, students get prepared for specific pragmatic tasks based

on a needs analysis.

4.2.2  Vision of learning

The goal of teaching is to create the appropriate conditions to facilitate learning and help
students develop the ability to use language effectively (Tudor, 2001). In doing so, learning is
approached from the analytical learning vision, where learners use the target language for
communicative purposes and the cognitive skills consciously to analyze data. Therefore, students
are able to use their analytical skills in their language learning just as they do it in other life
learning processes. This vision of learning suggests that learners can use their analytical skills to
explicitly study the structural and communicative patterns of the target language (Tudor, 2001),
which is aligned to the vision of language.

In the present context, two main considerations are important in the analytical learning
vision. First, the isolation and practice of subparts of a target skill is necessary to develop the
learners’ ability to integrate those parts holistically (Tudor, 2001). Basically, this issue considers
the use of a variety of subskills to facilitate language learning, which learners experience through
the use of learning strategies (Oxford, 1990; O’Malley & Chamot, 1990). Since learning
strategies are thoughts or activities that assist in enhancing learning outcomes, they let students
gain an important perspective on their learning, see the relationship between the strategies they
use and their own learning effectiveness, plan and reflect on their learning as well as gain greater

autonomy (Chamot & O’Malley, 1994). Second, the overt identification of patterns has two
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advantages: generativity and economy (Johnson, 1996). The learning of language regularities
opens up the possibility of new circumstances uses (generative) and this is economical in regards
to memory space and the storage of information. Therefore, the analytical approach to learning
presents awareness-raising activities and language-discovery experiences, which relate to the
inductive approach. In this case, students are asked to infer patterns from language samples and

this fosters the use of cognitive skills in problem-solving tasks.

4.2.3 Vision of classroom

The classroom serves a pedagogical and social reality function and its vision influences
language learning and the interaction of the social agents involved there. In this case, the
classroom is perceived in two ways: as a communicative entity and as a school of autonomy.
From the communicative perspective, the classroom is “a place of communication and of
communicatively-based learning” (Tudor, 2001, p. 111). This vision emphasizes the importance
of learners’ needs and preferences to plan teaching, set educational goals, and make changes to
language teaching. Also, this idea demonstrates that the classroom is a learner-centered space,
where there is more experiential forms of learning and concern about students’ affective
involvement in their learning process. In other words, the classroom is a social setting, where
cooperation goes hand in hand with communication attempting to prepare learners for future
language uses and challenges outside the classroom.

Regarding the classroom as a school of autonomy, there is special interest to develop self-
direction, learner autonomy, and empowerment in the classroom. From this view, there is a
change in the traditional teacher-learner roles transferring the responsibility to students as active
participants in their learning and turning teachers into facilitators of that process. Thus, language

learners can be active agents in and co-authors of their learning (Pennycook, 1997) and the
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teacher can play a valuable role in assisting learners to develop their potential for autonomous
learning (Nunan,1997). In this way, not only can students learn the language, but also learn how
to learn the language, which can take place through the use of learning strategies in this context.
Therefore, the active engagement of students may enrich their learning process and help them
develop their independent learning skills, which can be transferred to other learning experiences

(Tudor, 2001).

4.2.4 Vision of curriculum

Curriculum is understood as a “statement of intent of a language program as set out in
syllabus outlines, sets of objectives, and various planning documents” (Nunan, 1989, p. 9). In
this sense, the vision of curriculum entails content, which takes place from a textbook-based
syllabus, and methodology to teach that content, which has to do with project-based tasks within
the communicative approach. The English language syllabi for the university program of the
CCA are designed based on the contents of the Touchstone series books. These books are
organized in 12 units and each unit is organized in four lessons, which integrate language
systems, skills, and conversation strategies. The contents complexity progressively advances
letting students recycle language and benefit from language learning scaffolding. The philosophy
behind these books has to with the communicative methodology, where interaction-based
activities, personalized learning experiences, active and inductive learning as well as
independent learning are expected to occur (McCarthy, McCarten, & Sandiford, 2005).

Regarding methodology, the language is presented to students from learner-centered
activities focused on communicative project-based tasks. This communicative methodology is
connected to the five characteristics of the communicative curriculum proposed by Breen and

Candlin (1980). First, content is focused on language content that is personally significant to
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learners. Second, sequencing is cyclical; third, content is subdivided into activities and tasks that
require interaction rather than isolated structures practice. Fourth, there is continuity within and
between tasks, activities, and themes; fifth, there is negotiation among learners, learners and
teacher, and learners and the text. Similarly, within this approach, activities are focused on
learners’ actual communicative needs and meaningful communication supports learning as
Canale and Swain (1980) assert. In this context, communicative language teaching is manifested
through group work and information-gap activities, which can broadly be called projects. These
structured activities should maximize language, content, and real-life skill learning and require
teachers’ guidance and feedback as well as degree of challenge and support along the project
stages (Alan & Stoller, 2005).
4.3  Instructional design

The instructional design was carried out following the process writing approach stages
and it was integrated with the use of peer-feedback. Figure 2 illustrates the phases used from the
process writing proposed by Hedge (2005). This process included brainstorming and mind
mapping as alternative techniques to generate and select ideas and the outlining technique to
organize the skeleton of the paragraphs. During the drafting stage, students were expected to start
structuring their texts based on the information previously organized through the mind maps and

outlines and then, they could revise and edit their texts to write a final version of their
paragraphs.

P
Bralnstormlng

and Outlining Drafting Revising Publishing
Mind mapplng

Figure 2. Process writing stages (Hedge, 2005).
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Throughout the process writing stages, peer-feedback was embedded in the pre-writing
strategies and drafting stage as a prerequisite to move to the next stage while teacher ongoing
feedback was general to the whole class and specific only when students presented difficulties.
This feedback protocol took place through checklists (Appendix LAppendix LAppendix K),
which students used to give peer-feedback on specific elements of the three strategies and the
paragraphs drafting. The checklist was implemented in two moments: after the completion of the
pre-writing stage and drafting stage; this process took place in the three paragraph writing tasks
(Appendix J) and students had to help at least one classmate. Besides using the checklist,
students could comment on any other language or writing aspect that could benefit their peers, so
the participants made free-comments orally either to justify their ideas in the checklist or to come

up with a new aspect that deserved attention at that point of the writing process.

4.3.1 Lesson Planning

The planning for the pedagogical implementation was done on two levels: in terms of the
input awareness and the process writing stages. The input awareness lesson plans were focused
on providing students with the information and necessary training related to the rhetorical
structure of paragraphs, the process writing approach (meaning, stages), three strategies for the
pre-writing stage (brainstorming, mind mapping, outlining), and peer-feedback. The process
writing stages lesson plans concentrated on the planning, drafting, revision and editing, and
feedback, which scaffolded students’ three paragraph writing tasks. The number of times that
each type of lesson plan was used depended on the implementation action plan (Appendix M).
Each lesson plan (Appendix O) was established considering students’ interaction patterns, lesson
aims, activities, strategies within each stage of the process writing approach, and cycle of the

implementation. Similarly, the lesson plans were created following an inductive approach and
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communicative framework, which let students analyze and infer the rhetorical structure and
contents of a paragraph (topic sentence, supporting ideas, and concluding sentence) as well as the
use of the strategies through samples. As the focus of the study was paragraph structure, the
researcher did not train students on a specific type of text, but rather on the elements of the
paragraph. From that analysis, students had the opportunity to develop controlled-practice
exercises to clarify their understanding and then they could carry out free-practice exercise
besides their own exercises for the development of the paragraph writing tasks. The activities
proposed in the lesson plans also allowed interaction among learners, collaborative and

independent work, and reflection.

4.3.2 Implementation

The pedagogical implementation was carried in a six-week period, which included 31
hours counting the pre, while and post implementation stages. Table 1 illustrates the three
general stages along with the aspects considered in each one. In the pre-implementation, the
researcher carried out a diagnostic paragraph writing test both in English and Spanish (Appendix
N) and asked the participants to answer the pre- implementation questionnaire. In the while-
implementation stage, there were five cycles: two input awareness cycles and three process
writing cycles, which will be explained in subsequent paragraphs. Finally, the post-
implementation stage consisted in the post-implementation questionnaire and the final paragraph
writing test both in English and Spanish (Appendix N). All the action plan carried out by the
researcher is explained in detail in Appendix M, which considers the process writing stages and
implementation cycles, learning objectives, pedagogical activities, dates, and the data collection

instruments involved in each session.



Table 1. Pedagogical implementation stages

Pre-
Implementation
Stage

While-
Implementation
Stage

Input awareness
cycle 1

Process writing
cycle 1

Input awareness
cycle 2

Process writing
cycle 2

Process writing
cycle 3

Post-
Implementation
Stage

Activities/Tasks

- Students' consent
letters
- Pre-implementation
questionnaire
- Students' diagnostic
test (Spanish and
English)

Activities/Tasks

Training on:

- Paragraph structure
- Pre-writing
strategies
- Process writing
stages
- Feedback

Task 1

Revision of:

-Pre-writing strategies
-Elements of a
paragraph
-Peer-feedback
Task 2

Task 3

Activities/Tasks

- Post-implementation
Questionnaire
-Students' final test
(Spanish and English

Number
of hours

Number
of hours

Number
of hours
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Number of Instruments
lessons
- Pre-implementation
2 questionnaire
- Students’ artifacts
(tests)
Number of Instruments
lessons
2 Teacher’s journal
4 - Teacher’s journal

- Students’ artifacts
(task 1 and checklists)

-Teacher’s journal
3 - Students’ artifacts
(controlled practice
task and checklists)

4 - Teacher’s journal
- Students’ artifacts

(task 2 and checklists)
4 - Teacher’s journal
- Students’ artifacts

(task 3 and checklists)

Number of Instruments
lessons
- Post-implementation
questionnaire
2 - Students’ artifacts

(tests)
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The pedagogical implementation combined the process writing approach and peer-
feedback in order to scaffold students’ paragraph writing production and set a clear path to
writing. The while-implementation stage was developed in five cycles, which corresponded to
two input awareness cycles and three process writing cycles. These three cycles matched the
three paragraph writing tasks respectively (Appendix J). In the first input awareness cycle,
students received formal instruction on how to develop each stage of the process writing
approach, they analyzed samples, studied the rhetorical structure of the paragraph, the process
writing approach stages, the three pre-writing strategies (brainstorming, mind mapping, and
outlining), and the way to give feedback. The second input awareness cycle was carried out to
clarify doubts and correct common mistakes students made during the first paragraph writing
task. Besides this, in the process writing cycles, students did not receive training, but they were
expected to develop the three paragraph writing tasks using the information studied in the input
awareness cycles and following the stages proposed by Hedge (2005) and illustrated before
(Figure 2).

44  Conclusion

This chapter explained the visions of language, learning, classroom, and curriculum as
determining factors in the setting up of the pedagogical implementation. Language is a linguistic
system that facilitates communication and serves a functional purpose letting learners express
their ideas, thoughts, etc. Similarly, the vision of learning considers an analytical approach to
learning, which fosters the use of learning strategies and enables students to strengthen their
cognitive skills. The classroom vision is in accordance with the communicative-based learning,
which highlights the classroom as “one segment of the social world of the learner” (Van Lier,

1988, p. 81). Finally, the vision of curriculum relates to a learner-centered approach from the
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communicative methodology, where project-based tasks play a crucial role. Additionally, this
chapter presented a detailed description of the pedagogical intervention carried out in this study
to answer the research question considering the writing process approach and peer-feedback as
the main elements for the instructional design. A painstaking description of the data collection

analysis is presented in subsequent chapters.
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Chapter 5: Results and Data Analysis

5.1 Introduction

Data analysis carried out in this study let the researcher examine and show evidence of
how the process writing approach in combination with peer-feedback influenced students’
paragraph writing. This chapter accounts for the steps and processes implemented related to data
management and data analysis following a mixed method based on qualitative and quantitative
data. The mixed method “keeps the strands independent during analysis and then mixes the
results during the overall interpretation” (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 70). This chapter also
presents the findings that came up after the data interpretation stage, which answer the Research
question and objective of this study.
5.2  Data management procedures

This research study followed the convergent parallel design, which “occurs when the
researcher collects and analyzes both quantitative and qualitative data during the same phase of
the research process and then merges the two sets of results into an overall interpretation”
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011, p. 77). This design was chosen because it let the researcher
gather different but complementary data on the writing topic (Morse, 1991) as well as triangulate
the qualitative and quantitative data. The responses to the closed questions in the pre-
implementation and post-implementation questionnaires as well as the results of the artifacts
analysis through the checklist represented the quantitative data. The teacher’s journal and
questionnaires responses corresponded to the qualitative data. The researcher organized the data
systematically in order to keep track of the progress and answers of each student and to manage
all the information. All the data gathered were tabulated and stored into a matrix embedded in a

MS Excel file to find and retrieve information easily at the statistical analysis and coding stage.
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Firstly, frequency graphs were used to display the changes between participants’ diagnostic test
and post-implementation test as well as to compare their progress in the three writing tasks.
Secondly, the grounded theory method (Creswell, 2012) strategy of coding let the researcher

analyze the data collected from qualitative instruments and determine codes and categories.

5.2.1 Validation

In order to ensure internal validity, the researcher triangulated and interpreted data by
comparing quantitative and qualitative findings, which were supported with data excerpts.
Similarly, the researcher read the data from each instrument to identify emerging patterns and
compared them to see if the same patterns kept recurring (McMillan & Schumacher, 2010). The
researcher read and coded the data following open-coding techniques (Corbin &Strauss, 2008).
All the answers and artifacts were examined several times looking for evidence that confirm the
codes and categories as well as rival explanations that modify or refute the codes and categories

already established.

5.2.2 Data analysis methodology

The data analysis was carried out through the grounded theory method, which aims at
creating theory from data. The grounded theory is a “systematic, qualitative procedure used to
generate a theory that explains, at a broad conceptual level, a process, an action, or an interaction
about a substantive topic” (Creswell, 2013, p. 423). This method was used to reduce and analyze
the data collected through the three instruments (questionnaires, teacher’s journal and written
artifacts) by triangulating the information, identifying codes, and establishing the core category
as well as the subcategories to answer the research question. In fact, the grounded theory method
is useful to reduce the amount of written data to make it more manageable and understandable as

well as to facilitate the building of a valid theory from the data analyzed (Cohen, Manion, &
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Morrison, 2007). Regarding the quantitative data, a simple statistical analysis was carried out to
support the emerging categories and subcategories.

In order to apply the grounded theory method, a step-by-step procedure was conducted to
explain the impact of the process writing approach and peer-feedback on students’ paragraph
writing, which corresponded to the different stages of coding. The initial stage was open coding,
which allows researchers to extract concepts from raw data (Corbin & Strauss, 2008). The initial
emerging codes were analyzed and the researcher looked for repetitive information to confirm
them. The codes were used to build the categories after analyzing their relationship. In this step
(axial coding), the concepts were interwoven and the categories were constructed. Subsequently,
in the selective coding stage, the core category was selected by analyzing and integrating the
other major categories built after the previous two steps. The relationships among those
categories were explored and brought together to generate the storyline.

5.3  Categories

Based on the three systematic coding steps (open, axial, and selective coding) explained

by Corbin and Strauss (2008), two categories, four subcategories, and one core category were

identified and selected. The statistical analysis supported the categories.

5.3.1 Overall category mapping

During the open coding stage, the researcher identified initial codes from each instrument
and used the color-coding technique to group those codes and establish a reduced version of
initial concepts. They were revised again and summarized to a smaller number of concepts
(Table 2).

In the axial coding stage, the previous concepts were compared and related to each other

to identify broad patterns. The researcher made connections among those patterns and grouped
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Table 2

Initial concepts after the open coding procedure

Strategies use

Pre-writing strategies clarity
Independent writing behaviors

Less teacher dependence

Asking for advice and clarification
Concentration and engagement
Writing experience

Fewer writing difficulties

Better planning

Stronger drafting

Clarity of ideas

Easy ideas generating

Paragraph writing awareness

Ideas and thoughts organization
Understanding of paragraph elements
Easy task completion

Paragraph construction and organization
Thinking before writing

How does using the process writing
approach along with peer-feedback
influence A2 university students’ EFL

paragraph structure writing?

AN N N N N N Y N N N N N N U N N

them into initial categories, which generated more global categories. The preliminary categories

and subcategories after the axial coding procedure are shown in Figure 3.

How does using the process writing approach
(PWA) along with peer-feedback (PF) influence
A2 university students' EFL paragraph structure
writing?

|

PWA and PF help PWA and PF

facilitate ss'
writing

Ss understand
how to write

Engagement in Easy ideas
independent generation and
writing behaviors organization

Consciousness of
paragraph elements

Better paragraphs
and clearer ideas

Figure 3. Preliminary categories and subcategories after the axial coding procedure
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Finally, in the selective coding stage, the categories were systematically connected and
their relationships were validated in order to create the storyline. The final core category, the
categories, and subcategories that answer the research question of the study are presented in

Figure 4.

Learners' use of the process writing approach and

peer-feedback allows improved paragraph
structure writing

Writing

awareness Ease of writing

Facilitating ideas Enhancement of
generation and paragraph
organization construction

Understanding of
paragraph rhetorical
structure

Development of
writing habits

Figure 4. Final subcategories and categories after the selective coding procedure.

5.3.2 Discussion of categories

5.3.2.1  Writing awareness

The use of the process writing approach and peer-feedback throughout three written tasks
demonstrated to raise awareness on students’ paragraph writing since students gained
understanding of the paragraph rhetorical structure and developed certain writing habits.
Students provided their peers with clear and specific suggestions, which confirmed that peer-

feedback fosters critical awareness (Katijah, 2008).



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 49

5.3.2.1.1 Students’ understanding of the paragraph rhetorical structure

A comparison made between the initial diagnostic and final test demonstrated that 80% of
the participants grasped the meaning of the three paragraph elements (topic sentence, supporting
ideas, concluding sentence) and made an effort to include them in their paragraphs (Figure 5).
Students also clarified the meaning of the supporting ideas, which in the diagnostic test were

only details, but in the final test were evidence to the topic sentence.

10

m Diagnostic test

m Final test

o N B OO

The paragraph has a The paragraph shows The paragraph has a
clear topic sentence details of the event concluding sentence
(Issue/theme and  (supporting ideas)
claim about it)

Figure 5. Comparison between diagnostic test and final test.

Students’ artifacts evidenced their progress in regards to the incorporation of the
paragraph elements after using the process writing approach even though some of them still

struggled with the use of grammar (Excerpt 1and Excerpt 2).
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Excerpt 1. Artifact from Diagnostic test participant 7
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'Excerpt 2. Artifact frdm Final test participant 7

The first artifact (Excerpt 1) does not have a topic or a concluding sentence and the
supporting ideas are not sequentially organized. However, the second artifact (Excerpt 2) shows
the topic sentence with the participant’s claim of the topic (yellow sentence), the supporting
ideas, which give evidence of the topic sentence, and the concluding sentence, which
summarizes the ideas presented (green sentence).

Similarly, students’ explanations with the use of the checklists during the peer-feedback
sessions evidenced their understanding of the paragraph elements since they were able to identify

them in their peers’ drafts and give specific comments related to their inconsistencies (Excerpt

3).

“The topic sentence is clear, but in my opinion the conclusion does not answer the
central idea” (Participant 5)

“The opinion in the topic sentence is missing” (Participant 3)
Excerpt 3. Checklists, July 3rd, 2015

Although four out of ten students manifested in the post-implementation questionnaire
that the topic sentence was one of the most difficult aspects when writing their paragraphs, they
were able to define each one of the paragraph elements after carrying out controlled and free

practice exercises during the input awareness sessions (Appendix O). Excerpt 4. Class workshop

1, June 4”‘, 2015 demonstrates their ideas:
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“The topic sentence is the most important part of the paragraph because, tell the general idea
with my opinion” (Participant 1)

“The supporting ideas are sentences that develop the topic” (Participant 6)

“The concluding sentence is the sentence that confirm the writer position” (Participant 8)

Excerpt 4. Class workshop 1, June 4™, 2015

However, the fact that students understood what each concept means does not involve
that they are writing error-free or that they are able to write flawless paragraphs, but it shows that
after the implementation, they developed a level of awareness about their writing and they
started to include the three elements of a paragraph in their compositions. The following excerpts

illustrate the teacher researcher’s view on the topic.

“If students do not become experts in writing, at least they gain certain awareness of
how to write and what it involves”

Excerpt 5. Teacher’s journal, June 12", 2015

“The writing process planning and drafting seem to have raised awareness in Ss about the way
they write. They are associating writing with thinking, planning and organizing, rather than
releasing ideas as they come from their mind to put them on paper”

Excerpt 6. Teacher’s journal, June 17", 2015

The previous findings demonstrated that students grasped the paragraph rhetorical
structure by doing the exercise of writing topic sentences, supporting ideas and concluding
sentences as well as by analyzing their peers’ paragraphs. They evidenced awareness on their
paragraphs’ structure and the fact that students started to include those elements in their

paragraphs made them better organized, self-contained (Schell, 1970), and easy to understand.

5.3.2.1.2 Students’ development of writing habits
Findings showed that students modified their early writing behaviors by adopting the use
of three pre-writing strategies (brainstorming, mind mapping, and outlining) as tools for their

paragraph planning. Initially, students used to translate ideas and write without planning as
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shown in the diagnostic test (Excerpt 7). During the implementation, 90% of the participants
used the three strategies and they even used them when the teacher did not ask them. This was
evidenced along the three tasks and the final test (
Excerpt 8 and

Excerpt 9).
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Excerpt 7. Avrtifact from Diagnostic test participant 10

Brainstorming Mindmap
Helmut is my best friend

Very
Confidential He is Fan Real
We have relationship very confidential Madrid I
We are Get along ;
We met the first grade in the school He is very
We Celebrate different parties and travels intellige nt
We Play soccer every weekend The Relatlonshlp

We play different Championships
We studied at the Tadeo Lozano

he have age

4 Year
Helmut is my 2 ears
Best fnend
Celebrate

different
Play soccer

We studied
at school
Championships

We studied at \
Jadeo Lozano B
Desing
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Excerpt 8. Artifact from Task 1 (Brainstorming and Mind mapping) participant 10

Helmut is my best friend ——— TOpiC Sentence

In recent years at school is celebrating
the birthday, we went to tours and
walks and party that helped them
become better friends

S Supporting idea

I keep in touch by phone and go to his
house occasionally.

g Concluding idea

Excerpt 9. Artifact from Task1 (Outlining) participant 10
Similarly, not only did the use of the three pre-writing strategies turn into students’
independent writing behaviors as shown in the teacher’s journal (Excerpt 10), but also they

changed students’ perceptions about writing, which are manifested in Excerpt 11.

“Ss worked individually on the three strategies and asked questions to their peers when
they did not know how to organize the information or want to verify that their topic sentences
were strong”

“Ss did not need instructions or guidance to continue planning their paragraphs”

Excerpt 10. Teacher’s journal, June 17" and 18", 2015

“I liked the way to change the mindset before writing a text” (Participant 8)
“Learning to think and structure thinking in English since the beginning ”(Participant 2)

“Having a plan to present something in a text is essential. Otherwise, one would write
nonsense ” (Participant10)

Excerpt 11. Post-implementation questionnaire: Question 1 and 3.

The results also showed that the participants started to adopt other writing behaviors
when carrying out the tasks in class. They showed concentration and engagement, used their
dictionaries, used the three prewriting strategies in the following order: brainstorming, mind
mapping, outlining, carried out the planning stage by themselves, and reduced the questions to

the teacher (Excerpt 12).
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“Ss were able to do the planning of the third paragraph (Task 1) by themselves. They used the
three strategies (brainstorming, mind mapping, outlining) in that order and asked me questions
very few times. They used their dictionaries to look for words or asked me how they could say
certain ideas/words”

Excerpt 12. Teacher’s journal, June 11" 2015

As for the peer-feedback process, students demonstrated receptiveness to their peers’
comments, which were focused on recommendations to effectively use the three strategies and
write up the topic sentences, supporting ideas, and concluding sentences. Those suggestions were
related to the aspects mentioned in Excerpt 13 and they became habits for most students since

they started to implement them in subsequent paragraphs.

“They suggested: three main things: 1. Topic sentence: include it as the first sentence of
the paragraph and improve it adding an opinion. 2. Mindmap: Use key words instead of
complete sentences and use colors to differentiate categories. 3. Outline: Connect the
concluding sentence with the topic sentence and reorganize or modify the supporting ideas”

Excerpt 13. Teacher’s journal, June 12", 2015

Students’ open comments with the use of the checklist to evaluate the second written task
demonstrated that their feedback was focused on the consolidation of certain writing habits

(Excerpt 14).

“Colors help to understand the categories of the movies” (Participant 10)
“The sentence shows the opinion” (Participant 4)

“The concluding sentence talk about the topic sentence and argument the topic idea”
(Participant 5)

Excerpt 14. Open comments of checklists used on June 26", 2015

Finally, the results demonstrated that asking for advice or clarification to peers and
revising their comments were habits students developed during the editing stage (Excerpt 15).
This suggests that students saw their peers as reliable sources of feedback (Gomez, 2013) and

considered their comments valuable to make changes to their paragraphs.
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“In the revision and editing, student individually took some time reading and checking the
comments of their peers. They asked them when they needed clarification or help”

“I could notice that some Ss started asking for help to their peers first and later to me, which
shows that they are starting to trust their peers. The teacher was the last source for some ss”

Excerpt 15. Teacher’s journal, June 12" and 17", 2015

In brief, the use of the process writing approach and peer-feedback let students undertake
independent writing routines that facilitated their paragraph writing while changing their views
on writing as happened in Melgarejo’s (2009) study. Students recognized writing as a thinking

process (White & Arndt, 1997) that required planning to be successful.

5.3.2.2  Ease of writing

Findings revealed that through the use of the process writing approach and peer-feedback,
the participants’ paragraph writing was eased and improved. These tools had a direct impact on
facilitating students’ production and organization of ideas as well as their enhancement of

paragraphs construction.

5.3.2.2.1 Facilitating ideas generation and organization
From the results, 50% of the participants manifested that the process writing approach
facilitated their ideas creation, clarification, and organization. Excerpt 16 demonstrates the

participants’ comments:

“I found it very good because my paragraphs had a process and this helps to clarify and
organize ideas to get better results” (Participant 9)

“These texts have much more coherence, are clearer and easier to understand. Besides, writing
is facilitated and you don’t remain thinking what to write as a result of this methodology”
(Participant 5)
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Excerpt 16. Post-implementation questionnaire: Question 1

Similarly, 70% of the students highlighted a close connection between the use of the
process writing approach and their ease of coming up with ideas, organizing them, and
structuring their paragraphs. Twenty percent of the participants recognized the approach as
beneficial to either review or understand how to organize their texts and only 10% thought the

process could make writing complicated (Excerpt 17).

“Often, | did not know how to sort paragraphs, or how to start an English text. During the 3
cycles, the teacher taught us the process and structure that each text has to have ” (Participant
4)

“Often, the paragraph writing section in the exam was a complete pain; I did not know what to
write and | had a mental block. Now, | feel I can find very good topics to write both in English
and Spanish ” (Participant 5)

“The methodology helped me to be more organized with the ideas | wrote in my paragraphs”
(Participant 9)

Excerpt 17. Post-implementation questionnaire: Question 3

In addition, the researcher found that the use of the three pre-writing strategies facilitated
students’ production and organization of ideas in their paragraphs. Excerpt 18 and Excerpt 19
evidence the researcher’s views on the impact the planning stage had on students’ writing and
Excerpt 20 confirms such positive impact, which are linked to Sasaki’s (2002) findings: planning

strategies help learners organize their texts and ideas.

“Using the strategies in this order (1. Brainstorming 2. Mind mapping 3. Outlining) not only
helped Ss generate and discard unnecessary or irrelevant ideas, but it also scaffolded their
planning and thinking”

Excerpt 18. Teacher’s journal, June 9™, 2015

““Ss have shown that having practice in their planning has helped them to organize their
thoughts”

Excerpt 19. Teacher’s journal, June 23rd, 2015

“Yes, | really noticed the change because through the mindmap and brainstorming | organized |
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each one of my texts clearly and I could do the texts faster ” (Participant 4)

“I think I write more easily and it is easier to talk or in this case write about something with a
clear idea and coherent arguments throughout a text ” (Participant 5)

Excerpt 20. Post-implementation questionnaire: Question 7

Indeed, 50% of the participants agreed that the use of the brainstorming strategy during
the planning stage was helpful to develop their ideas. Becker (1991) reported that brainstorming
let learners have more imagery and interesting ideas in their texts. Likewise, 40% of the students
manifested that writing up the paragraph was the easiest part of the process because they had
already done all the planning, so writing the paragraph consisted in putting those ideas in order
(Excerpt 21, and Excerpt 22). McDonough (1999) confirms this finding by affirming that the

lack of planning shows ineffective writing.




The List ;

-Sleare nore fine with nay parents

-71-0-7 arf'ﬁ"g on in years
tfave a Job.

Save money.

-Ex. == r-n‘/'i"f\/do.

2T CeBhindrad e

- —eciate ﬁ.o litHe +L.i—as.
-Travel whith thean.

-77—.«7 sweat Lfor vy dreanas.

Stvuctuve
Topic sentence:
The greater pleasure is reward someone who has done
everything for you.
Support:
-wish had more money, if | earnad more, 1| could give more
for my parents

2. 1 wish had a job, if | worked, 1 could save the money for
a holidays whit my parents.

PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION

Pmragrap -

The greater pleasure is reward someona who has done
everything for you. for this reasonl wish had more money, if
1 eamed more, | could give more for my parents.First | wish
had a job, if | worked, | could save the money for a holidays
whit my parents. because | wish had more free time, if i had
more free time, | could travel whit them. and If we traveled,
we could travel around the Colombia, after that we travel for
the worldwide. finally | wish restarted my parents , | could

58

3. | wish had more free time, if i had more free time, 1 could b porlie:Eac SRS B

travel whit them

4‘. If we traveled, we could travel around the Colombia,
after that we travel for the worldwide

Cﬂﬂdu‘ing sentencesi vish restarted my parents . ! %

| could thank them for the sacrifices made by.

Excerpt 22. Artifact from Task 1 (Outline and draft) participant 5

The previous idea was confirmed with the time spent during the drafting stage. There was
a change in the times for planning and drafting. Before the pedagogical implementation, the
participants took cero time planning, and a lot of time writing. During the implementation, they
took a lot of time planning, and little time drafting, which demonstrates that the planning stage

helped students generate ideas and organize them in their paragraphs (Excerpt 23).

“l have noticed that Ss take a lot of time in the planning stage. They take more time planning
their paragraphs with the 3 strategies than actually drafting them.”

Excerpt 23. Teacher’s journal, June 18", 2015

The use of the process writing approach and the three pre-writing strategies was a way to
scaffold students’ paragraph writing and facilitate their ideas generation and organization. In

fact, pre-writing tasks are a way to foster the writers’ thinking (Elbow, 1998).
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5.3.2.2.2 Enhancement of paragraph construction

Results showed that 90% of the participants agreed on the positive impact the process
writing approach had on their paragraph writing. Figure 6 displays students’ opinions, where
they manifested that this approach helped them in both their improvement of their paragraphs

final version and their writing difficulties associated with organization of ideas.

10
8
m The process writing
6 approach has a
positive impact
4 = The process writing
approach has no
2 impact
O -
Question 1 Question 3

Figure 6. Post-implementation questionnaire.

Regarding peer-feedback, students’ opinions were divided (Excerpt 24). Fifty percent of
the participants considered peer-feedback to be useful for writing up their paragraphs final
version and the other half thought peer-feedback did not have a significant impact on their
paragraphs improvement because of subjectivity, their peers’ inability to evaluate others, and

their lack of linguistic knowledge (Kern, 2000).

“It is a positive impact because it helps to make the ideas for the text clearer and lets students
identify weaknesses and possibilities to improve the text ” (Participant 5)

“I found it weak; I do not think we have the appropriate level of English to do this” (Participant
8)

Excerpt 24. Post-implementation questionnaire: Question 2

A comparison made among the results of the three written tasks final versions in regards

to the paragraph elements (topic sentence, supporting ideas, and concluding sentence) shows that
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students improved their paragraph structure by the end of the third task (Figure 7). Students
progressively improved the construction of topic sentences in the three tasks, but they struggled
with creating and connecting the three supporting ideas to the topic sentence as well as writing

the concluding sentence in the second task.

10

8 ® The paragraph has a
clear topic sentence

6 - (Issue/theme and
claim about it)

4 1 ® The paragraph shows
details of the event

2 — L
(supporting ideas)

0 — T T 1

Task 1 Task 2 Task 3

Figure 7. Comparison among the three written tasks.

The following students’ artifacts show the progress of participant 7 throughout the three
written tasks. In Excerpt 25, there is not a strong topic sentence, the supporting ideas do not
provide evidence of the topic sentence and there is no concluding sentence. In Excerpt 26, the
topic sentence shows the participant’s theme and claim (blue sentence), there are three
supporting ideas, which are not totally strong, and the conclusion (green sentence) gives a
recommendation. Finally,

Excerpt 27 shows a stronger topic sentence, supporting ideas, which are connected to the

topic sentence, and a concluding sentence that summarizes the paragraph.
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Excerpt 25. Artifact from Task 1 (Final version) participant 7

Although “A walk to remember” is another romantic movie, it’s
conveys a beautiful message for life. You can see the pure love, a
lot goodness and faith. Also, 1t 1s a miracle that
one can believe in something or someone, besides not only as physical

or as vou view 15 what nmatters sometimes.
You can fall in love with something bevond, that person feel that vou
are someone better. In conclusion, I love the movie and I recommend
it if you like to enjoy something romantic.

Excerpt 26. Artifact from Task 2 (Final version) participant 7

" Texr vou INATION.

TWO EXPLOSIONS ROCKED
COLOMEIA’S CAPITAL ON THURSDAY .

Life in Bogota ﬁ '-
could be danger-
ocus. On Thursday

happened ™wo
explosions
rocked Colom-

bia’'s capital. The
first blast, which
happened in the
financial district,

injured seven scenss, nons  of mation about the
people. The se- the injuries was responsible of the
life threatening, . fact. Therefore

cond blast in an
industrial area of
the city left an-
other person
wounded._ Imag-
es showed shat
tered glass on
the ground and
emergency per-
sonnel at the

Colombian De-
fense Minister de-
scribed the explo-
sions as  terrorist
acts™ and the gov-
ernment was offer-
ing a reward of up
o around
$38.000 for infor-

Excerpt 27. Artifact from Task 3 (Final version) participant 7
Although the samples show grammar and mechanics mistakes, they evidence the
participant’s improvement in regards to well-structured paragraph writing, which was noticeable
through the use of the three paragraph elements in her tasks. Likewise, 80% of the participants
showed the following improvements in the last task: the topic sentence opens the paragraph and
shows the theme and claim (Gopen, 2004), the supporting ideas are connected to the topic

sentence, and the conclusion restates the topic sentence and closes the paragraph.
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5.3.3 Core category

After analyzing and reducing the data collected through the coding process, the
researcher identified “learners' use of the process writing approach and peer-feedback allows
improved paragraph structure writing” as the principal category which answered the research
question of this study. It was found that by implementing the process writing approach stages
and peer-feedback, the researcher could raise awareness in students about the way they write,
help them structure their paragraphs effectively and facilitate their writing. In fact, students
became more aware of the paragraph rhetorical structure, which helped them write better-
structured paragraphs. Similarly, students understood what writing implies both through
instruction and application of theory into their own writing process. The fact that students used
writing strategies and were involved in peer-feedback helped them consolidate their knowledge
about writing, generate and organize their paragraph ideas as well as develop writing habits,
which could make them skilled writers.
54  Conclusion

Results demonstrated that the implementation of the process writing approach and peer-
feedback impacted students’ paragraph structure writing positively and that was reflected
through four changes. First, students understood the paragraph rhetorical structure and were able
to identify the three paragraph elements (topic sentence, supporting ideas and concluding
sentence) both to write their paragraphs and to help others refine theirs. Second, students adopted
writing behaviors such as using the pre-writing strategies (brainstorming, mind mapping, and
outlining) to plan their paragraphs, which they did not use before. Third, students came up with
ideas easily and they refined and organized them into paragraphs. Fourth, the participants

enhanced their paragraph construction after receiving explicit instruction and developing three



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 63

written tasks. The following chapter presents the interpretation of the results and the pedagogical

implications of this study.
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Chapter 6: Conclusions and Pedagogical Implications
6.1  Introduction

This study examined the impact the process writing approach and peer-feedback had on
students’ paragraph structure writing through the development of three written tasks (Research
question and objective). Answering this question was important because writing well-structured
paragraphs contributes to students’ logical and clear thinking (Bakalis, 2003) and developing
writing skills is necessary to achieve academic success (Javed, Juan, & Nazli, 2013). The use of
the approach helped participants improve their writing difficulties related to organization of ideas
and construct better-structured paragraphs, which had topic sentences, supporting ideas, and
concluding sentences. Similarly, both the process writing approach and peer-feedback raised
awareness in students’ writing and let them understand the paragraph rhetorical structure.

The results of this study are connected to the results of other Colombian researchers
(Rivera, 2011; Caro, 2014; Osma, 2014; Rincon, 2009) since this approach contributed to
learners’ enhancement of their writing texts, skills, and paragraph organization (Garnica &
Torres, 2015). Other relevant findings connected to this study mention that students found peer-
feedback doubtful because of learners’ English level (Kern, 2000) or because students
considered the teacher more knowledgeable that their peers (Miao, Badger, & Zhen, 2006).
Therefore, the results of the present study are important to support previous findings and suggest
that writing should be scaffolded through process-oriented methodologies and explicitly taught
strategies aided with feedback.

This study had limitations in the pedagogical implementation design, which delayed the
research study, but helped the researcher pilot the implementation and restructure the cycles and

activities several times. In addition, complying with the syllabus, accommodating the



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 65

pedagogical implementation to it and fitting the implementation into the class schedule were
other difficulties the researcher had to face. Thus, these constraints let the researcher propose a
further research study focused on a longer pedagogical implementation that addresses more
instruction and training on writing strategies and peer-feedback in order to get stronger results.
6.2  Comparison of results with previous studies’ results

The use of the process writing approach helped participants enhance their paragraphs
writing and their writing difficulties associated with organization of ideas in a paragraph. They
evidenced a progressive improvement in their paragraphs rhetorical structure by including topic
sentences, supporting ideas, and concluding sentences, which O’Donnell and Paiva (1993)
considered vital elements in a paragraph. Similarly, the participants improved the construction of
topic sentences, where they showed both the issue and the claim about a topic (Gopen, 2004).
This finding supports previous research in which the process writing approach contributed to
students’ improvement of their writing compositions and skills (Rivera, 2011; Caro, 2014; Osma,
2014; Rincon, 2009) as well as to their paragraph writing improvement in regards to organization
(Garnica & Torres, 2015) and rhetorical structure (Cakir, 2003).

In addition, the implementation of the process writing approach and the explicit teaching
of paragraph structure benefitted students’ improvement of their ideas organization in a
paragraph and facilitated their production of ideas. Students demonstrated to have grasped the
concepts and application of the paragraph rhetorical structure especially when writing the last
task. This conclusion supports findings from two studies, where both planning of paragraphs and
direct teaching of paragraph writing helped students think of their ideas and the way to connect
them (Bakalis, 2003) as well as improve their descriptive paragraph writing organization in

regards to coherence and cohesion (Garnica & Torres, 2015).
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Furthermore, this study found that the pre-writing strategies: brainstorming, mind
mapping, and outlining implemented in the planning stage of the process writing approach
facilitated students’ production and organization of ideas in their paragraphs. Students came up
with ideas easily, organized them, and created topic sentences for their paragraphs. This result
validates Sasaki’s (2002) findings where the use of planning strategies for L2 writing helped
learners organize their texts ideas and plan their content. Likewise, Becker’s (1991) results
support this study finding affirming that the use of brainstorming prior to writing let learners
craft interesting ideas.

Regarding the implementation of peer-feedback, the findings show that its use during the
planning, drafting and editing stage of the process writing approach strengthened the
participants’ understanding of the paragraph elements and raised awareness in their writing.
Students commented on their peers’ paragraphs by suggesting modifications to the topic
sentences, supporting ideas and/or concluding sentences. Even though the participants
recognized peer-feedback to be useful to make them aware of their mistakes and possible ways
to improve their paragraphs final versions, half of them did not find peer-feedback to contribute
either to their writing difficulties improvement or to their paragraphs writing. Students expressed
that their peers did not have enough linguistic knowledge or were guided by subjectivity when
evaluating. This finding is connected to Kern’s (2000) claim, which highlights students’ doubtful
trust towards their peers’ feedback, especially when they are also learning the language. The
previous findings support Miao, Badger, and Zhen’s (2006) results since they found that students
followed teacher’s feedback over their peers’ because they considered their teacher more
knowledgeable than their classmates. Similarly, the previous finding is related to Spies’ (2012)

results, who found that “peer feedback can be a very effective strategy when learners have the
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chance to work with feedback from peers who share a common language level” (p. 5). However,
these results are opposed to Gomez’s (2013) conclusions, where peer-feedback was described as
a reliable assessment source that contributed to students’ coherence improvement. Therefore,
more research is needed to confirm peer-feedback as a useful strategy.
6.3  Significance of the results

This study has demonstrated the importance of incorporating processes of compositions
accompanied of peer-feedback to contribute to learners’ improvement of their writing skills. The
findings suggest three key benefits for the methodology of L2 writing teaching to the local and
global educational community. Firstly, students’ successful use of the process writing stages
requires training and practice and may give them better control of content and form in their texts
(Richards, 1990). Secondly, engaging students in appropriate writing processes helps them
produce better-quality writing and makes them skilled writers since they adopt writing behaviors
(Richards, 1990). Finally, feedback cannot be separated from writing, but it can be assigned to
students’ responsibilities to help them develop autonomy and raise awareness of their writing.
Therefore, the aforementioned implications highlight the need to make changes to the way
writing is taught in the Colombian context, to the roles of learners and teachers when writing as
well as to the types of writing activities conducted in the classroom. Mainly, it means that
product-oriented approaches should be replaced by process-oriented methods and students
should be actively involved in their writing through peer-feedback as Spies (2012) asserts.

Moreover, this study demonstrates that the use of the process writing approach including
writing strategies, such as brainstorming, mind mapping, outlining as well as peer-feedback
should be explicitly taught and constantly implemented in the English classes to help learners

become confident writers able to come up with interesting ideas, filter and organize them, and
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convey clear written messages. Likewise, it is important to help learners build the writing habit
(Harmer, 2001), which implies making writing part of the English syllabi and implementing
writing activities on a daily basis. Besides training, it is also necessary to scaffold the written
tasks through modeling, linguistic support, etc. as well as design activities that guide students’
writing (White & Arndt, 1997).

In the Colombian teaching context, this study fills a gap related to the teaching of L2
writing, in which it is necessary to start educating university students to become skilled writers to
face the demands of the 21 century and get prepared for their future academic life. In fact,
developing their writing proficiency is just as important as improving their other language skills
not only to be competent English language users, but also to be academically successful (Javed,
Juan, & Nazli, 2013). More broadly, this study contributes to the English Language Teaching
(ELT) community by providing a feasible possibility to improve learners’ paragraph writing
through the process writing approach. The ELT community needs to start or continue training
students in writing by implementing writing strategies (brainstorming, mind mapping, outlining),
feedback tools (peer-feedback checklists), and authentic tasks that foster meaningful
communication among learners.

6.4  Limitations of the present study

One major limitation was the design of the pedagogical implementation. Initially, the
researcher had planned a very challenging implementation considering the students’ English
level and needs. She noticed that such implementation was causing students more troubles than
offering solutions to the identified problem related to writing. Thus, the first implementation let
the researcher modify the type of text students were going to write and adapt the implementation

stages and activities to the students’ profile and needs. A second pedagogical implementation



PROCESS WRITING APPROACH AND PEER-FEEDBACK IMPLEMENTATION 69

was conducted, but it could not be finished due to time constraints. Finally, the researcher could
develop the pedagogical implementation with minor time difficulties. Although these
modifications delayed the pedagogical implementation stage of this study, they helped the
researcher refine the activities and plan a more realistic pedagogical implementation.

A second limitation was to comply with the syllabus demands and simultaneously fit the
implementation within the schedule. The researcher had to be very selective with the topics to
teach so that students’ learning was not going to be affected and the implementation could take
place within the available time frames. Not only did the researcher have to accommodate the
activities related to the pedagogical implementation to the topics of the syllabus, but also find
connections among them and design the three written tasks in accordance with those topics. Even
though it was very difficult to design the implementation stages and place them within the three
academic cycles, the researcher found the way to take advantage of time and make the
implementation successful.

6.5  Further research

To confirm the results of this study and have a more comprehensive view of it, the
researcher recommends conducting a longer study with more time devoted to the pedagogical
implementation, especially to the input awareness cycles and written tasks cycles. This study
could also include a longer cycle to train students in peer-feedback and other peer-feedback tools
to check if they facilitate students’ writing and raise their writing awareness. Similarly, this study
could either focus on one pre-writing strategy or explore the use of other pre-writing strategies to
see if students’ paragraph structure writing is strengthened or modified somehow. It is also
recommended to carry out a study where participants can construct more paragraphs of different

genres (narrative, descriptive, argumentative, etc.) and the researcher can analyze the incidence
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of the process writing approach on their paragraph structure. The implementation of other types
of paragraphs, strategies, and peer-feedback tools would be beneficial for Colombian students
with different cultural backgrounds, linguistic needs and even learning styles, where the current
syllabus does not meet their needs or scaffold the development of their writing skills.

Even though the writing process approach and peer-feedback demonstrated to benefit
students’ L2 paragraph structure writing, further research is needed to inquire into their impact
on other areas such as coherence, linguistic difficulties, and high order thinking skills. This
would help teachers develop written tasks that contribute to students’ English proficiency
development, writing skills reinforcement, and cognitive skills strengthening simultaneously. In
addition, further research should investigate the impact of using the process writing approach to
improve L1 paragraph writing as well as the impact students’ L2 paragraph enhancement could
have on their L1 paragraph writing. In this way, language teachers could contribute to students’
literacy and success in other subject areas.

Finally, further research should deepen into the influence of peer-feedback in students’
paragraph writing skills improvement as well as the way other types of assessment such as self-
assessment, or a combination of them with teachers’ assessment contribute to overcome learners’
paragraph structure writing difficulties. It is also suggested to consider using web 2.0 tools to
implement peer-feedback. This would help teachers identify the most appropriate assessment
method, tools, and protocol to implement when carrying out written tasks as well as make
students more active in their learning process.

6.6  Conclusion
The 21% century demands skilled writers able to express ideas clearly and in an organized

manner. Accordingly, learning to write well-structured paragraphs is a must today and it should
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be fostered at all educational levels to progressively advance to more complex writing tasks. In
the present study, participants at the university level planned their paragraphs using three pre-
writing strategies: brainstorming, mind mapping, and outlining; they drafted and peer-assessed
those paragraphs with checklists. Then, they wrote the final version of their paragraphs including
three main elements: topic sentences, supporting ideas, and concluding sentences. Thus, this
study examined the impact of implementing the process writing approach along with peer-
feedback to enhance paragraph structure writing. The results demonstrated that the two previous
strategies were useful to raise awareness on paragraph writing, develop writing habits, facilitate
the production and organization of ideas, and construct better-structured paragraphs.

In brief, this study highlights the importance of scaffolding written tasks through the use
of processes of composition, writing strategies, and feedback tools to help learners become
skilled writers. In addition, the present study reveals the positive impact of using the process
writing approach along with peer-feedback to develop L2 paragraph structure writing, which is a
necessary skill in students’ academic life so that they can succeed in complex written tasks and
achieve effective communication with the English-speaking community. The results presented in
this study shed light on a realistic approach to teaching L2 writing in the Colombian context as a

first-step solution to writing difficulties related to organization of ideas in paragraphs.
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Appendix A: Needs Analysis Questionnaire

Universidad Jorge Tadeo Lozano / Centro Colombo Americano
Cuestionario del area de inglés

Es de vital importancia para su profesor(a) conocer sus respuestas sobre los siguientes temas. Por
favor, responda las preguntas individualmente marcando una (x) y justificando sus respuestas
cuando sea necesario. Estas preguntas no seran evaluadas por lo que no es necesario que escriba
su nombre. Agradezco su colaboracion.

1. ¢Cuantos afios tiene?

2. ¢Considera que escribir en inglés es una necesidad para usted?
Si: No:

¢Por que?

3. ¢Como se siente con respecto a su proceso de escritura en inglés? ;Por qué?

4. ¢Cree que su anterior y actual profesor(a) le han ayudado a trabajar en su proceso de
escritura en inglés?

Si: ¢Como?
No: ¢Por qué?

5. ¢Tiene dificultades al escribir en inglés? Si: No:
Explique:

6. ¢Cudl(es) de los siguientes aspectos es un problema para usted cuando escribe en inglés?
(Marque todas las opciones que considere aplican en su caso)

a. Falta de vocabulario
b. Orden de las palabras
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Organizacion de las ideas

Puntuacion

Ortografia

Uso de conectores

Uso de la estructura de la oracion (s + v + ¢)
Otro: ¢Cual?

SQ Hh o oo

7. ¢Qué estrategias considera usted que le pueden ayudar en su proceso de escritura en
inglés?

8. ¢Cree usted que la coevaluacion (evaluacion por parte de sus comparfieros) puede
beneficiar su proceso de escritura en inglés?
Si: No:

¢Por que?

9. ¢Cree que el uso de blogs podria influenciar su desarrollo en la escritura en inglés?
Si: ¢De qué forma?

No:
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Appendix B: Needs Analysis Writing Rubric
6+1 Trait Writing Model : My English Project

Rubric made using: Rubistar (http://rubistar.4teachers.org)

Teacher Name: Ms. Bueno

Student Name:

CATEGORY 5 4 3 1
There is one Main idea is clear Main idea is The main idea is
clear, well- but the supporting | somewhat clear but | not clear. There is
Focus on Topic | focused topic. information is there is a need for a seemingly
(Content) Main idea stands general. more supporting | random collection
out and is information. of information.
supported by
detailed
information.
A variety of | Transitions clearly | Some transitions The transitions
thoughtful show how ideas are | work well; but | between ideas are
Transitions transitions are | connected, but there connections unclear or
(Organization) used. They is little variety. | between other ideas nonexistent.
clearly show are fuzzy.
how ideas are
connected.
Details are | Details are placed in |Some details are not| Many details are
placed in a a logical order, but in a logical or not in a logical or
Sequencing logical order and | the way in which | expected order, and | expected order.
(Organization) |the way they are | they are presented / | this distracts the There is little
presented introduced reader. sense that the
effectively keeps| sometimes makes writing is
the interest of the writing less organized.
the reader. interesting.
All sentences | Most sentences are | Most sentences are | Sentences lack
Sentence are well- well-constructed well-constructed structure and
Structure constructed with with varied but have a similar ' appear incomplete
(Sentence varied structure. structure. structure. or rambling.

Fluency)


http://rubistar.4teachers.org/
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Writer uses Writer uses vivid
vivid words and | words and phrases
phrases that that linger or draw
linger or draw pictures in the
pictures in the | reader’s mind, but
readers mind, occasionally the
and the choice words are used
and placement |inaccurately or seem

Word Choice

of the words overdone.
seems accurate,
natural and not
forced.
Writer makes no | Writer makes 1 or 2
errors in errors in

Capitalization &  capitalization or
Punctuation
(Conventions)

capitalization or
punctuation, so | punctuation, but the
the paper is | paper is still easy to
exceptionally read.
easy to read.

Writer makes no | Writer makes 1-2

errors in errors in grammar or
Grammar & grammar or | spelling that distract
Spelling spelling that | the reader from the

distract the
reader from the
content.

(Conventions) content.

91

Writer uses a
limited vocabulary
that does not

Writer uses words
that communicate
clearly, but the

writing lacks communicate
variety, punch or |strongly or capture
flair. the reader’s

interest. Jargon or
context may be

present and detract

from the meaning.

Writer makes a few | Writer makes
errors in several errors in
capitalization capitalization

and/or punctuation and/or punctuation

that catch the that catch the
reader’s attention | reader’s attention
and interrupt the and greatly

flow.

Writer makes 3-4
errors in grammar
or spelling that
distract the reader
from the content.

interrupt the flow.

Writer makes
more than 4 errors
in grammar or
spelling that
distract the reader
from the content.
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Appendix C: Needs Analysis Questionnaire Responses

Question 2: English writing is a need

Writing as a Need

mYes

= No

m 22
96%

Figure 8. English Writing Needs.

Yes- Reasons:
» Future working Opportunities
» Long term Personal Goals/
Projects
» Academic Achievement
» Cultural and Social Connections

> Intrinsic Motivation

No- Reason:
» Speaking is more
important than writing

Question 5: Do you have difficulties writing in English?

- Difficulties
: 0

EYes
ENo

78%

Figure 9. English Writing Difficulties.

Yes reasons:

» Language understanding, but
writing is difficult / Lack of
grammar understanding

»  Writing is difficult even in
Spanish

» Spanish and English differences
(grammar and syntax)

» Difficult to think my ideas in
English- Translation

» Support is good, but it lacks
“Intensivity”

» Lack of vocabulary/ language
awareness

No reasons

» Understanding of structure,
enough vocabulary, child
exposure

» Only lack of practice
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Question 8: Do you think peer-assessment can benefit your process of English writing?

Yes-Reasons:

» They are people who are learning
with me and their opinion can

Peer- Assessment help me

» Many classmates have similar
needs to mine and they may be
helpful to consolidate my
knowledge and learn more

» My classmates notice mistakes I
make

® No » It helps to learn from others’

mistakes.

mYes

No-Reasons:
» They do not have enough
knowledge
We are all in the same level /
everybody has problems with
writing
» 1 feel judged/ mocked
» They may know something, but
they are not teachers.

Figure 10. Peer-assessment Benefits. >

Question 6: Which aspect is a problem for you when writing in English?

Writing Problems m Lack of Vocabulary

m Word Order
5% 2% m Organization of
ideas
® Punctuation

m Spelling

m Use of Connectors

Use of S+V+C
structure

m Other

Figure 11. Writing Problems.
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Appendix D: Needs Analysis Writing Samples

Artifact 1

Jessica first was quiet in the school. She temonvu;'er )g‘ricr best friend because he
v ~ . 2
was very friendly. Jessica was lazy °get up earfybet she wasn't outgoing.

Jessica went to Cartagena, She went with her brother. The trip lasted for dayl -
They met many friends. She ate fish and shrimp. She went to see the walls of

Canagena. Shevm\!browsmgwilhhefbrmheftosamm She went to dance
to “calle del Arcenal” She walked in the sand. She got back in January. ¢

Figure 12. Writing sample 1.

Artifact 2

!S@eof a@) \\Ccn(‘—;é ||ecxrhlr.;@ heds dE\ve Lot

\ocKEZJ [SNEN =N r: c -Hm Ihe cor.sSea, he
£ enQ) “t‘a [l \?\Q T / uﬂe\ = e' ()!\ui \hof
e | ‘E:cvol(‘ e —on— uu\*’\r\ot

crm(&ton o—}
el wwa s, ver r\e !.VOC_;J P
Seﬂousl '5 l r g ch)-L nc,-‘\"\\f)g V\er)er'\m

el M e U s L W)
'huJ A ul)s‘::\w J\erqf .'a‘\n ' X » 58&2:.‘ 3503“
g [ he o Q;g;r rornd wn! s
mon\em-'c e Lk AN et ondd )t u)’r
ofken bfg'( \‘té,x \\- uoca Funv‘pj \\c b%ﬁ c(e. wen ‘/

uu\\-k_ %3 -t = :

Flgure 13 ertlng sample 2.

Artifact 3

Figure 14. Writing sample 3.
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Appendix E: Students Consent Letter
FORMULARIO DE CONSENTIMIENTO PARA ESTUDIANTES

Yo, , i1dentificado con el documento de
identidad de acepto ser parte del proyecto llamado “Thinking,
Crafting, and Commenting: An Approach to Improving Paragraph Structure Writing”
llevado acabo por Yuly Andrea Bueno Hernandez quien se desempefia como docente de inglés
en el Centro Colombo Americano en convenio con la Universidad Jorge Tadeo Lozano, en la
cual yo estoy estudiando y actualmente cursando el nivel de
inglés

Entiendo en que consiste el proyecto, la forma en la que participare, y que la informacion
que se obtenga de mi sera usada con el propésito de documentar y dar evidencia a la
investigacion. Estoy de acuerdo con que la informacion que se obtenga relacionada con la
investigacion e identificada conmigo sera confidencial y sera revelada solamente con mi permiso
0 con lo requerido por la ley.

De igual forma, mi decision de participar en este estudio es voluntaria y acepto contribuir
con cualquier método de recoleccion de informacidén que sea necesario para el estudio, como:
grabaciones, entrevistas, encuestas, etc. He decidido participar en el estudio y sé que puedo dejar
de contribuir a este en cualquier momento sin consecuencias académicas. Entiendo que con mi
participacion, ademas de beneficiarme en mi aprendizaje, puedo contribuir con la investigacion
que esta realizando mi profesora, pero no recibiré ningun beneficio econdémico o personal de este
estudio.

Tengo derecho a preguntar ahora o durante el proceso, a contribuir con el estudio o dejar
de participar en este en cualquier momento sin consecuencias en mi aprendizaje y recibiré una
copia de este formulario.

Mi firma indica que he decidido participar, he leido el documento y estoy de acuerdo con
toda la informacién mencionada arriba. (Por favor, informe si usted quiere que su nombre
aparezca o si prefiere usar un seudénimo, diga cual)

Fecha:
Firma del Estudiante:
Firma del investigador:

Sl NO

Quiero que mi nombre aparezca (si es escogido como material de
evidencia)

Quiero usar un seudonimo, como:
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Appendix F: Institutional Consent Letter
Institutional Permission Letter

April 10", 2014

Luz Libia Rey

Academic Director

Maria Esther Maldonado
University Program Coordinator
Centro Colombo Americano

Currently, I am doing my graduate studies in language teaching at Universidad de la
Sabana, and | am preparing to start working on an action research project. This project is a
requirement of a Research Courses and it is designed to help improve my practice as an educator.
My research topic is student’s writing process through peer- feedback. Helping students write
will help me become a better writing teacher and contribute to improving education at our
institution.

Since the research I’'m proposing will involve different data collection techniques with
my Jorge Tadeo Lozano University students, | am seeking your approval to carry out this action
research project during the next two years. The data collection will be held during study hours in
the university with students from level 4. | will also gather data from my intervention as a
teacher during class hours. | would highly appreciate if you could assign me level 4 courses in
the following semesters.

I will keep all the data I collect completely confidential, and I will not use any students’
names in any research reports unless they authorize me to do so. Any information that I present
will not be linked to any personal information that could be used to identify individual students. |
am sure that | have taken the necessary steps to guarantee that my research will be done in ways
that meet ethical standards. | have attached the consent letters that I will give to the students.

Please sign below and return a copy of this letter to me indicating whether or not you give
me permission to conduct this action research project.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,
Yuly Andrea Bueno Hernandez

[ 1 give permission to you to conduct the action research project described above.

Q1 do not give permission to you to conduct the action research project described above.

.. v L e ok AT
Typed name of Principal  ™'&e(k TsTree Miinonso

. .. ..IV'L f.i.--‘ 2.4 ) ' 1
Signature of Principal e o SO Date
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Appendix G: Pre-Implementation Questionnaire

Universidad Jorge Tadeo Lozano / Centro Colombo Americano
Cuestionario del area de inglés

De ante mano, agradezco su colaboracion al responder este cuestionario, el cual serd usado so6lo
con fines investigativos. Por favor, responda las preguntas individualmente marcando una (x) y
justificando sus respuestas cuando sea necesario. Estas preguntas no seran evaluadas por lo que
no es necesario que escriba su nombre. Sin embargo, si usted accedio en la carta de
consentimiento de esta investigacion a proporcionar su nombre o seudénimo, por favor escribalo
a continuacion.

Nombre / Seuddénimo:

1. ¢Cdémo cree que el uso de la metodologia “Process Writing approach” (planear, escribir
un borrador, editar, y escribir una version final) podria afectar o beneficiar sus
habilidades de escritura?

2. ¢De qué forma cree que la coevaluacién (evaluacion por parte de un compafiero) podria
afectar o beneficiar su desempefio en la escritura de parrafos?

Conteste las preguntas 3 y 4, usando la siguiente escala de 1 a 5, donde les Muy
incdbmodo(a), 3 es Ni incébmodo(a) ni cémodo(a), 5 es Muy comodo(a)

3. ¢Como se sentiria al ser evaluado por un compafiero (coevaluacion)?
¢Por qué?

4. ¢Cbmo se sentiria al evaluar a un compariero (coevaluacion)?
¢Por qué?

5. ¢Como considera sus habilidades de escritura? (Marque una sola respuesta)

a) Deficientes
b) Regulares
c) Buenas
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d) Sobresalientes
e) Excelentes
f) Otro(s):

¢Por qué?

6. ¢Considera que tiene dificultades para escribir un parrafo en inglés? Si No
¢Por qué?

7. ¢Queé dificultades tiene al escribir un parrafo en inglés? (Marque todas las opciones que
considere aplican en su caso)

a) Falta de claridad en las ideas principales

b) Falta de claridad en los detalles

c) Falta de organizacion de la informacién

d) Falta de coherencia en el texto

e) Mal uso de la estructura de la oracion (s + v+ ¢)
f) Falta de uso de conectores

g) Mal uso de conectores

h) Falta de vocabulario

i) Mal uso del vocabulario en contexto

j) Otro(s):
k) Ninguno

Explique su respuesta:
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Appendix H: Post-Implementation Questionnaire

Universidad Jorge Tadeo Lozano / Centro Colombo Americano
Cuestionario del area de inglés

De ante mano, agradezco su colaboracion al responder este cuestionario, el cual sera usado sélo
con fines investigativos. Por favor, responda las preguntas individualmente marcando una (x) y
justificando sus respuestas cuando sea necesario. Estas preguntas no seran evaluadas por lo que
no es necesario que escriba su nombre. Sin embargo, si usted accedio en la carta de
consentimiento de esta investigacion a proporcionar su nombre o seudénimo, por favor escribalo
a continuacion.

Nombre / Seuddénimo:

1. ;Cudl fue el impacto del uso de la metodologia “Process Writing approach” (planear,
escribir un borrador, editar, y escribir una version final) en su resultado final (version
final de los parrafos)?

2. ¢Cuél fue el impacto del uso de la coevaluacion (evaluacion por parte de sus compafieros)
durante la fase de edicion en su resultado final (version final de los parrafos)?

3. ¢Considera que sus dificultades al escribir en inglés mejoraron con el uso de la
metodologia “Process Writing approach”?

Si No

¢Por qué?

4. ;Considera que sus dificultades al escribir en inglés mejoraron con el uso de la
coevaluacion?

Si No

¢Por que?
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6.

7.

8.

Si su respuesta a las preguntas 3 y 4 fue Si, conteste la pregunta 5 y 6. De lo contrario,
conteste la pregunta 7.

¢ Qué aspectos de su escritura mejoraron con el uso de la metodologia “Process Writing
approach”? (Marque todas las opciones que aplican en su caso)

a)
b)
c)
d)
€)
f)

9)
h)

Claridad en las ideas principales

Claridad en los detalles

Organizacién de la informacion
Coherencia en el texto

Uso de la estructura de la oracion (s + v+ c¢)
Uso correcto de conectores

Uso del vocabulario en contexto

Otro(s) :

¢ Qué aspectos de su escritura mejoraron con el uso de la coevaluacion? (Marque todas
las opciones que aplican en su caso)

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)

9)
h)

¢ Notd

Claridad en las ideas principales

Claridad en los detalles

Organizacion de la informacion
Coherencia en el texto

Uso de la estructura de la oracion (s + v+ c)
Uso correcto de los conectores

Uso del vocabulario en contexto

Otro(s):

algiin cambio en su habilidad para estructurar un pérrafo mediante el uso del

proceso de escritura?

Si

No

Explique:

¢ Qué fue lo més facil de usar la metodologia Process Writing approach?
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

¢ Qué fue lo més dificil de usar la metodologia Process Writing approach?

¢Qué fue lo mas féacil de evaluar a sus comparieros?

¢ Qué fue lo més dificil de evaluar a sus comparieros?

¢ Cree que evaluar a sus compafieros tuvo algun beneficio para ellos?

Si No

Explique:

¢ Cree que el hecho que alguno de sus comparieros lo evaluara tuvo alguna incidencia en
la manera como usted escribe actualmente?
Si No

Explique:

¢ Como se sintid al ser evaluado por sus comparieros?

¢Qué sugerencias tiene sobre la coevaluacion (peer-feedback)?
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Appendix I: In-class Teacher Journal Format

Date: Observation time: Class N°:
Phase in Process Writing : Number of students:

Class objective:

Activity description:

Students’ behaviors/ attitudes while doing the activity:

Teacher’s observation/ impressions:

Further reflection:
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Appendix J: Paragraph Writing Tasks Guidelines
Writing Task 1 Guidelines

For each paragraph, you need to do the brainstorming (list of ideas), mindmap,
outline, draft, and final version. Include: topic sentences, supporting ideas and
concluding sentences.

Paragraph 1: Select one friend you want to describe. (My oldest friend, my best
friend, my running buddy, etc.). Include: (how you met/became friends, what you
have in common, things they do or did together, reason why that person is your
friend).

Paragraph 2: Select one dating story you want to describe (a romance/ your first
boy/qgirlfriend, your husband/wife). Include: how you met and started the relationship,
things you do or did together, your love story.

Paragraph 3: Talk about one wish you have. It can be connected to family, work,
studies, social and romantic life, etc. Mention the possible (hypothetic) consequences
if that wish would come true.

Writing Task 2 Guidelines

For each paragraph, you need to do the brainstorming (list of ideas), mindmap,
outline, draft, and final version. Include: topic sentences, supporting ideas and
concluding sentences.

Title: My favorite movie review
Write a movie review and organize the information in the following structure.
Structure:

« 1. Introduction: Movie characteristics (type of movie, characters, roles, context, place,
special effects, costumes, etc.) When was it launched? Did the movie win any awards?

» 2. Plot: what is the movie about? Do not retell the whole movie; just tell main ideas about
it. Don’t spoil the movie telling the end!

» 3. Conclusion: What was the message? Did you like the movie? Do you recommend it?
Why? What’s your opinion about the movie? Why is it your favorite movie?
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Writing Task 3 Guidelines
Title: My newspaper

Tell three real and current pieces of news from your own point of view. Choose
different types of news: sports, showbiz, political, etc. Each piece of news should go
in a different paragraph and should have the brainstorming (list of ideas), mindmap,
outline, draft, and final version. Include: topic sentences, supporting ideas and
concluding sentences.
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Appendix K: Peer-feedback Checklist

Peer-feedback Checklist

Classmate name:

Date: Revised by

Task #

Brainstorming

Aspect

Yes

No

Comments

1. The list in the brainstorming has complete
sentences or ideas

2. The ideas in the brainstorming are clear and easy to
understand

3. Each paragraph has the brainstorming part

4.The sentences in the brainstorming have s+ v+c

Mind mapping

Aspect

Yes

No

Comments

1. The main idea/topic is in the center.

2. The categories are differentiated with colors

3. There are different subideas for each category

4. The mindmap has key words or phrases (important
words)

5.There are minimum 8 ideas in each mindmap

6. The mindmap is clear and easy to understand

7. Each paragraph has the mind mapping part

8. The ideas in the mindmap are related to the ideas
in the brainstorming

Outlining

Aspect

Yes

No

Comments
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1. The outline has the topic sentence, supporting
ideas, and concluding sentence

2. The topic sentence shows a position, opinion and/or
attitude

3. The topic sentence is clear and easy to understand

4. There are minimum three supporting ideas

5. The concluding sentence is related to the topic sentence,
but expressed in different words.

6. All the sentences are related to the ideas presented in the
brainstorming and mind mapping parts.

7. All the sentences have the structure s+ v+c

Drafting —Paragraphs

Aspect Yes No Comments

1. The paragraph tells and describes only one story,
experience, or situation.

2. The paragraph presents the ideas proposed in the outline
and mindmap

3. The paragraph has a clear topic sentence (Issue/theme
and claim about it)

4. The paragraph shows details of the event (3 supporting
ideas)

5. The paragraph has a concluding sentence

6. All the ideas are clear and easy to understand

7. There is connection between the ideas in the paragraph

8. The paragraph is free of grammar mistakes

9. The paragraph is free of spelling mistakes

Other comments and recommendations:
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Appendix L: Research study timeline

Action Research Project Timeline

Time | Activities | Personal Notes/ Comments
2014
Feb 15" Establishing research topic Done
Feb 16™- Mar 1 | Writing up the research question Done.
Mar 19™ Creating the needs analysis instruments | Revised by the Research
professor. Done
March 20™- | Carrying out the needs analysis Done
March 28"
Mar 29™ Presenting results in class Done
April 24" Writing the introduction chapter Done

Feb 15" — April

Reading research studies

Done. Still reading!

April 26" Writing annotated bibliographies Done.
September 15" Chapter 1(introduction) refinement Done.
November 24™ [ Chapter 1 and 2 (theoretical | Done.
framework) final version
2015
Feb 17" — Feb 19™ | Selection of data collection Selected based on reading
instruments

Feb 23— Feb 27™

Design of data collection instruments

Done

Feb 28" Piloting of instruments Two teachers and
coordinator helped me/ two
groups of Ss

March 2" Modification and Refining of Style, double-barreled

instruments questions

Mar 3™- Mar 8" Planning pedagogical implementation | Done.

March 9™ Presentation of pedagogical Done

implementation in Online session

Mar 10™ — Mar
25th

Modification and Refining of
pedagogical implementation

Done. Changes still come
along the way

April 11" Presentation of Final Version of Continue reflecting on what
pedagogical implementation went well, what didn’t go so
monitoring well, and what could be

done better

April 8" — May Carrying out Pedagogical 2 lessons so far — 3 hours

20" implementation (This was taken as piloting)

Mar 25™ Data collection prior to Pedagogical Done (piloting)
implementation (Questionnaires)

April 8" — May Data collection (Teacher’s journal) Taken as piloting.

20th
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April 8" — May Data collection (Participants’ Taken as piloting.
20" artifacts)

April 127 Chapter 3 (Research design) Done.

May 11"- May 24"

Writing the article (Methodology)

Changes need to be made

May 25"- May 29"

Revising and Editing the article

Still in progress

May 30"

Presentation of the article

It was a draft!

June 2" — July 16™

Carrying out six-week pedagogical
implementation

It was successfully applied!

August — Revising and modifying chapters 1-4 | Research director gave
September feedback
September- Data analysis/ Coding process Research director and
October Writing chapter 5 Professor Cuesta gave
feedback
November Writing chapter 6 Research director gave me
feedback
September- Revising and modifying chapters 1-6 | About ten meetings with my
December research director
December Writing the final version of the article | Done. Still need to make
changes
2016
January Proof-reading, making changes to the | Done. Submitted on January
format, trimming additional words, 26"
adjusting according to the 2015-last
feedback
April Making changes according to Done. Submitted on April

External readers’ feedback.

25th

108
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Appendix M: Action Plan followed by the researcher

Pre-implementation Stage

Date Instruments Time spent
June 2™ Ss’ consent letter and 40-50 min
Diagnostic test
June 3 | Pre-implementation 10 min
Questionnaire
While-implementation Stage
Cycles Date Instruments Time spent Phase Product
Training (Structure
Input awareness | June 4" Teacher’s journal 3 hours paragraphs: Topic Workshop analysis
(Cycle 1) sentence, supporting
ideas, concluding
sentence)
Training Process Writing
June 5" Teacher’s journal 2 hours approach: pre-writing Workshop analysis
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stage.
June 9" Ss’ artifacts 2 hours Planning (brainstorming, | Task 1 (paragraphs # 1
Teacher’s journal mind mapping, outlining) | and #2)
Cycle 1 June 10" Teacher’s journal 1 hour Feedback Checklists
June 10" Ss’ artifacts Drafting Task 1 (paragraphs # 1
Teacher’s journal 1 hour and #2)
June 117 Teacher’s journal 1 hour Feedback Checklists
June 117 Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Planning and drafting Task 1 (paragraph #3)
Teacher’s journal
June 12" Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Feedback Checklists
Teacher’s journal
June 12" Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Revision and editing Final versions of the
Teacher’s journal based on feedback three paragraphs (Task 1)
June 17" Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Revision of the planning | Controlled practice task
Input awareness Teacher’s journal stage (technology)
(Cycle 2) June 18" Ss’ artifacts 2 hours Planning and drafting Controlled practice task
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Teacher’s journal

(technology)

June 19 Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Feedback (revision and | Checklists and final
Teacher’s journal editing) versions (Technology
paragraph 1)
June 23" Ss’ artifacts 2 hours Planning (brainstorming, | Task 2 (3 paragraphs)
Cycle 2 Teacher’s journal mind mapping, outlining)
June 24" Teacher’s journal 1 hour Feedback Checkilists
June 25" Ss” artifacts 1 hour Drafting Task 2 (3 paragraphs)
Teacher’s journal
June 26" Teacher’s journal 1 hour Feedback Checklists
June 26" Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Revision and editing Final versions of the
Teacher’s journal based on feedback three paragraphs (Task 2)
July 1% Ss’ artifacts 2 hours Planning (brainstorming, | Task 3 (3 paragraphs)
Cycle 3 Teacher’s journal mind mapping, outlining)
July 2™ Teacher’s journal 1 hour Feedback Checklists
July 3™ Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Drafting Task 3 (3 paragraphs)
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Teacher’s journal

July 3" Teacher’s journal 1 hour Feedback Checklists

July 77 Ss’ artifacts 1 hour Revision and editing Final versions of the
Teacher’s journal based on feedback three paragraphs (Task 3)

Post-implementation Stage
Date Instruments Time spent

July 14" Ss’ final test (English | 40 min
and Spanish paragraph
writing)

July 16" Post-implementation | 10 min
Questionnaire
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Appendix N: Diagnostic and Final Test
Diagnostic Test

Write a 150-word paragraph telling one good vacation experience. Why was that
experience good? What did you do? Establish a position from the beginning and mention
details about your experience. Use connectors to organize your ideas and revise your
grammar and spelling. Remember that you are telling a story, so it should be in past.

Escriba un parrafo de 150 palabras relatando una mala experiencia. ¢Por qué fue una
mala experiencia? ¢Qué paso? Establezca una posicion o idea general desde el comienzo
y mencione detalles de su experiencia. Use conectores para organizar las ideas y revise su
gramatica y ortografia.

Final Test

Writing: In the news! Many things happen in Colombia and other countries in the world
regarding politics, natural disasters, show biz, etc. Describe the most interesting or
unusual local or international neww is story you have heard of recently. Include when
and where it took place, what happened, how it happened, and how people felt about
it. Give a headline to the news.

Escriba un parrafo en espafiol sobre una noticia que usted haya escuchado recientemente.
Mencione que pasé, como paso, donde, cuando y otros detalles. Escriba un titulo.
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Teacher: Yuly Bueno Hernandez

Course: Level 4 Group (2)

Appendix O: Lesson Plan Sample

Input Awareness Lesson Plan — Session 1

Institution: Jorge Tadeo Lozano University Date: June 4™, 2015

Number of Students: 10 Students’ average age: 19-26 years Class time: 1-4p.m.

Main objective: Students will identify main elements of a paragraph (topic, topic sentence, controlling idea, supporting ideas,

concluding sentence) and create their own examples.

Stage Aim Activity Interaction
- Students will receive the sentences of a paragraph about smoking
Warm-up To introduce the topic and | disorganized. In pairs, they will agree on the organization of the
set the context for the class | paragraph. They will compare their answers with a different S-S (Pairs)
couple.
- Students will discuss what a paragraph is and what the possible
elements of a paragraph are. They will use a conversation model S-S (Pairs)
Activity 1 To understand what a given by the teacher.
paragraph is and what its | - Teacher will give students “Class Workshop 17 (Appendix Individual

elements are.

PAppendix PAppendix P) and they will read a short definition of a
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paragraph individually. Then, they will say in their own words

what they understood. S-S (Pairs)
-In pairs, Ss will use colors to identify: the topic sentence,
supporting ideas, concluding sentence, and topic of the paragraph
about smoking given in the warm-up activity.
- In pairs, students will do the exercise 1 and exercise 2 of the
Controlled To recognize the elements | workshop. They will identify the elements of the paragraph and
practice of the paragraph and write | they will create topic sentences based on given topics. S-S (Pairs)
up topic sentences. -Peer-feedback: students will change papers and they will read
their peers’ topic sentences. They will give feedback to each other
using the criteria given in the workshop.
- Students will choose two topics they want to write about. They
Free practice | To create examples of the | will write: one topic sentence, three supporting ideas, and one Individual
elements of the paragraph. | concluding sentence for each topic.
- Peer-feedback: students will change papers and they will read S-S (Pairs)

their peers’ creations. They will give feedback to each other using
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the criteria given in the workshop and open comments.

Reflection

To show understanding of
the concepts presented in
class (paragraph, topic
sentence, supporting ideas,

concluding sentence)

- In pairs, students will discuss what each concept (paragraph,
topic sentence, supporting ideas, concluding sentence) means and
they will agree on one own definition. They will write their ideas
in the Class workshop 1 papers.

- Individually, they will create their own examples different from

the ones done in the previous exercise.

S-S (Pairs)

Individual
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Teacher: Yuly Bueno Hernandez

Course: Level 4 Group (2)

Process Writing stages Lesson Plan — Session 3

Institution: Jorge Tadeo Lozano University Date: June 9", 2015

Number of Students: 10 Students’ average age: 19-26 years

Class time: 1-3p.m

Main objective: Students will plan their ideas for the first paragraph writing task (only paragraph 1 and 2) using the three pre-writing

strategies (brainstorming, mind mapping, and outlining).

Stage Aim Activity Interaction
- Students will talk about their circle of friends and love stories.
To introduce the topic and | They will ask different peers the following questions: SSSS
Warm-up set the context for the class | * How did you meet him/her? Why did you meet him/her? ii $$
*How long have you been friends/ a couple? SSSS

*What’s he/she like?
* What do you have in common? How different are you?
* What do you like to do together?

- Ss will report something interesting they found about their peers.
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- Students will discuss what “brainstorming” is and what they need

To use the brainstorming | to consider when using that strategy. The teacher will highlight S-S (Pairs)
Strategy 1 strategy to make a list of | important aspects related to brainstorming.
ideas about a friend and a | - Each student will use the question given in the warm-up activity Individual
romance/love story to do their brainstorming. They will do two lists one per topic and
paragraph (friend and love story).
Strategy 2 To use the mind mapping | - Students will discuss what “mind mapping” is and what they S-S (Pairs)
strategy to organize the | need to consider when using that strategy. The teacher will
information for each highlight important aspects related to mind mapping.
paragraph - The teacher will model how to do the mind mapping with her Teacher
personal example. She will use colors to show the categories and
subcategories.
- Each student will use the information brainstormed to create their Individual

mindmaps. They will do two different mindmaps one per topic and

paragraph (friend and love story). They are expected to use colors
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and create categories.
-Teacher will monitor their performance.

- Ss will use their mindmaps to tell the story to their peers.

S-S (Pairs)

Strategy 3

To use Outlining to create
the structure of the

paragraph

- Students will discuss what “outlining” is and what they need to
consider when using that strategy. The teacher will highlight
important aspects related to outlining.

- The teacher will model how to do an outline with her personal
example. She will include three main aspects: topic sentence,
supporting ideas, and concluding sentence.

- Students will create their two outlines for the two paragraphs
(friend and love story) using the ideas they brainstormed and their

mindmaps.

S-S (Pairs)

Teacher

Individual

Assessment

To evaluate the three

planning strategies

- Students will discuss what each strategy is about and the way
they can use them. They will report to the class their opinions and

perceptions about them (usefulness, difficulties, etc.) (Appendix

Q)

S-S (Pairs)
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Appendix P: Input awareness stage materials
Class Workshop 1

Name:

What’s a paragraph?

A paragraph is a group of sentences that develops one main idea; in other words, a
paragraph develops a topic. A topic is the subject of the paragraph; it is what the paragraph is
about. The topic of a paragraph is usually introduced in a sentence at the beginning of the

paragraph; this sentence is called the topic sentence. However, the topic sentence can do more

than present the subject of the paragraph. A good topic sentence also serves to affirm an idea or

an attitude about the topic. This idea or attitude about the topic is called the controlling idea; it

controls what the sentences in the paragraph will discuss. All sentences in the paragraph should
relate to and develop the controlling idea. A good paragraph has a concluding sentence that is
connected to the topic sentence and it is at the end of the paragraph.

Exercise 1: Read and Identify

Topic:

Topic sentence:

Concluding sentence:

Smoking cigarettes can be an expensive habit. Considering that the average price per
pack of cigarettes is about $2.50, people who smoke two packs of cigarettes a day spend $5 per
day on their habit. At the end of one year, these smokers have spent at least $1.825.00. But the

price of cigarettes is not the only expense cigarette smokers incur. Since cigarette smoke has an
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offensive odor that permeates clothing, furniture, and carpeting, smokers often find that these
items must be cleaned more frequently than those of nonsmokers. Although it is difficult to
estimate the cost of this additional expense, one can see that this hidden expense contributes to
making smoking an expensive habit.

Topic:

Topic sentence:

Concluding sentence:

Another reason why | like the beach is its solitary atmosphere. At the beach, | have no
witness but the beach, and | can speak and think with pleasure. No one can interrupt me, and the
beach will always be there to listen to everything | want to say. In addition, it is a quiet place to
go to meditate. Meditation requires solitude. Many times when | am confused about something, |
go to the beach by myself and find that this is the best place to resolve my conflicts, solve
problems, and think.

Exercise 2: Write strong topic sentences with controlling ideas.

1. Topic: Bogota

Topic sentence and controlling idea:

2. Topic: My neighbors

Topic sentence and controlling idea:
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3. Topic: Exercise

Topic sentence and controlling idea:

4. Topic: Driving a car

Topic sentence and controlling idea:

5. Topic: Watching television

Topic sentence and controlling idea:

Give feedback to your partners about their topic sentences

e | think your topic sentence tells /does not tell the topic
e | think your topic sentence shows/ does not show your opinion and attitude
e [ think you followed / didn’t follow the structure s+v+ ¢
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The paragraph

I understand a paragraph is

4

A paragraph has three main parts. They are:

The Topic Sentence is

An example of a topic sentence is

The supporting ideas are

An example of three supporting ideas is:

The Concluding Sentence is

An example of a concluding sentence is
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Appendix Q: Process writing stage materials
Writing Strategies

Name:

Brainstorming:

| understand that brainstorming is

| can use brainstorming to

It can help me to

Mind mapping:

| understand that mind mapping is

| can use mind mapping to

It can help me to

When doing a mindmap, it is necessary to:
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Outlining:

| understand that outlining is

I can use outlining to

It can help me to

When doing outlining, it is necessary to:
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