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EXPLORING SECOND LANGUAGE WRITING TEACHER COGNITION
by
NUR YIGITOGLU
Under the direction of Dr. Diane D. Belcher
ABSTRACT
Second language (L2) teacher cognition has in recent years attracted the attention of an
increasing number of researchers. While much L2 teacher cognition research focuses on the
teaching of grammar (e.g. Phipps & Borg, 2009), L2 writing teacher cognition has received
considerably less attention. It has, however, been suggested that L2 writing teachers’
perceptions of themselves as writers (Casanave, 2004) and as language learners may play a
crucial role in their decision making as teachers of L2 writing. In an attempt to address this gap
in the L2 teacher cognition literature, this study investigates English as a second language (ESL)
writing teachers' beliefs about themselves as language learners and as writers in their first and/or
second language(s). The purpose is to discover how ESL writing teachers’ beliefs about and
practice of teaching L2 writing are influenced by their experiences in writing in their first and/ or
second languages. Three native (NES) and two non-native English-speaking (NNES) teachers
teaching L2 writing took part in the study. During a 15-week semester, their ESL writing classes
were periodically observed and audio-recorded. Additionally, each teacher was interviewed two
times using stimulated recall regarding both their classroom instructional practices and
instruction provided in the margins of student papers. Findings revealed that, language learning
in general was an important contributor to both NNES and NES teachers’ cognitions. Even NES
teachers who were not advanced in their respective second and/or additional languages still

referred to their language learning experiences. The NNES teacher participants also commented



that they sometimes had to step out of their own language experience in order to better help their
students. Results also indicated that L2 writing teachers without advanced L2 literacy skills were
influenced primarily by their L1 writing experiences. L2 writing teachers with advanced L2
literacy skills, however, were greatly influenced by their L2 writing experience. In all of the
cases, being an advanced writer, whether in their L1 or L2s, was an important contributor to L2

writing teachers’ cognitions.

INDEX WORDS: Teaching writing, Teacher cognition, Second language (L2) writing teachers,
Teaching practices, Second language teachers’ self-perceptions, Teachers’
writing experiences, Qualitative research, Teacher education
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1. Aims of the study

This is a study on the impact of English writing teachers’ cognitions as tied to the
teaching of second language (L2) writing. Although teacher cognition related to the teaching of
grammar is relatively well explored (e.g. Borg, 2001, Borg & Burns, 2008; Farrell & Lim, 2005;
Phipps & Borg, 2009), L2 writing teacher cognition has received considerably less attention. In
terms of research methodology, L2 writing teacher cognition research so far has included
relatively little classroom observation data collection. At the same time, as the literature on
written feedback informs us, teaching writing includes not only classroom instruction but also
written instruction provided by teachers in the margins of student papers (e.g. Leki, 1990). Thus,
for a more inclusive study on writing teachers’ cognitions and practices, it is important to
investigate both teachers’ stated beliefs and also their instruction in L2 writing classrooms and in
the margins of students’ papers.

Casanave, when reviewing ongoing questions related to L2 writing teachers’ decision-
making processes, underlined the importance of researching and understanding the effect of
teachers’ experiences as writers in both their first language (L1) and/or L2s and called for
increased attention to this aspect of teacher cognition (Casanave, 2004). Additionally, other
authors have addressed the issues related to L2 writing teacher cognition, including writing
teachers’ self-reported beliefs and practices about teaching and learning writing (Lee, 1998);
writing teachers’ conceptualizing, planning and delivering writing courses (Cumming, 2003),

teachers’ use of written language in ESL classrooms (Burns, 1992), L2 writing teachers’ beliefs



about and practices of error feedback (Diab, 2005; Lee, 2003) and writing teachers’ perspectives
about their own development as teachers of writing (Lee, 2010).

Despite the existing body of research on teacher cognition in writing instruction, to my
knowledge, no studies have explored ESL writing teachers' beliefs about themselves as language
learners and writers. Theories about teacher cognition and L2 writing teacher education need to
draw on information about not only teachers’ beliefs about certain aspects of teaching and
learning of writing, but also L2 writing teachers’ beliefs about themselves as language learners
and writers in their L1and/or L2s—Dbeliefs that may influence how they see the teaching and
learning of L2 writing. To address this gap in literature, the research study investigates ESL
writing teachers’ perceptions of themselves as language learners and as writers and the extent to
which their beliefs about and practice of teaching L2 writing are influenced by their experiences
in writing in their L1 and/ or L2s. Because the language learning and writing experiences of
native speaking (NES) and nonnative speaking (NNES) L2 writing teachers may be quite
different, the perceptions and practices of both NES and NNES teachers were explored in the

study.

1.2. The organization of the dissertation

This dissertation has five chapters. The first chapter, the present one, provides the aims of
the study along with information on overall organization of the dissertation.

The second chapter includes a review of the related literature on teacher cognition and
nonnative teachers’ perceptions. In the chapter, | first review previous research studies on
teacher cognition as tied to the teaching of writing. In the chapter’s second part, | present

previous studies on the perceptions of nonnative English speaking (NNES) teachers. In light of



these two most related lines of literature, I conclude chapter 2 by highlighting some of the major
gaps in the literature, grounding the present research in this literature as well as presenting the
research questions that guided the rest of the study.

Chapter 3 provides readers with detailed information on research methodology. More
specifically, in this section, I provide information on the context of the study, participants, data
collection and procedures, and data analysis. The aim of the third chapter is to provide the details
of data collection and analysis procedures.

Chapter 4 presents the combined results and discussion of the cases investigated. The
analysis of results of each case and an analysis across all five cases are presented.

Chapter 5 provides the summary of results of the cases along with further discussion. In
addition, chapter 5 includes pedagogical implications for teacher education and research

implications for future research studies on L2 writing teacher cognition.



CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1. Definitions of key terms

Before any review of literature on teacher cognition and perceptions, it is important to
define key terms to which I will refer to frequently throughout the research: beliefs, teachers’
self-perception, writing experience, and teacher cognition. Defining an abstract term as belief is
a complex task. Although there is no consensus about what exactly distinguishes belief from any
form of knowledge, some scholars attempted to identify its core characteristics. The structure of
beliefs, according to Nespor (1987), can be differentiated from any other forms of knowledge by
identifying four features: existential presumption, alternativity, affective and evaluative aspects,
and episodic storage. Existential presumption, the first characteristic, refers to the inconvertible,
personal truths everyone holds. Alternativity includes personal attempts to create an ideal
situation that may differ from the reality. Belief systems, Nespor (1987) proposes, have stronger
reliance on the third feature, affective and evaluative aspect than knowledge systems. That is,
knowledge of a domain is different from feelings about a domain. Lastly, Nespor suggests that
beliefs reside in episodic storage with information obtained from experience and cultural sources
of knowledge transmission (e.g. folklore). In other words, episodic memory which stores beliefs
includes information about personal experiences, events, and episodes. In that sense, episodic
memory is different from semantic memory, in which knowledge is stored according to such
structures as principles, propositional structures, etc. (Nespor, 1987).

While information on personal experiences influences beliefs, beliefs also affect a broader
dimension, namely teacher cognition. The second term, teacher cognition, is defined as “the

unobservable cognitive dimension of teaching —what teachers know, believe and think” (Borg,



2003, p. 81). Thus, this complex dimension, cognition, is broader than beliefs, knowledge and
thoughts and it functions as an umbrella term covering all these imperceptible domains.

While teacher cognition can be directly related to beliefs, self- perception can also be
indirectly related to beliefs. For the research, self-perception is operationalized as an awareness
of the characteristics that constitute one's self as a teacher. These characteristics can be based on
teachers’ prior experiences and beliefs about as well as memories related to their own L2learning
experiences and writing experiences in their first and/or second language.

As can be seen from the working definitions above, beliefs, cognitions and self-
perceptions are all influenced by experiences. Finally, for the research, one of the main
investigated constructs is ESL writing teachers’ writing experiences in their first and/or second
languages. By this term, | mainly refer to any writing experience that is extensive and/ or
significant in one’s first and/or second languages. In terms of length, it refers to any writing that
is more than one paragraph. It can include any kinds of writing including but not limited to
academic papers, book reviews, journals, etc.

For a teacher cognition study such as this present research, self-perceptions, cognitions,
and beliefs of both native English speaking and nonnative English speaking teachers are
important for two main reasons: As Richards and Lockhart (1994) indicated, instructional
teaching practices are often influenced by teachers’ beliefs and self-perceptions. It is, therefore,
important to explore these terms to fully understand the underlying reasons for their pedagogical
decisions in English language classrooms. In addition, all of these terms are helpful to better
understand the complexity of cognition.

These key terms, namely, self-perceptions, beliefs, cognitions, and writing experiences,

have been used frequently in previous literature on nonnative speaking teachers and L2 teacher



cognition. In this section, I will review previous research studies that cover the literature most
relevant for the research study on L2 writing cognition. As the present research compared the
cognitions of nonnative speaking teachers and native speaking ESL writing teachers and their
practices in ESL writing classrooms, relevant prior literature can be grouped into two main
categories: As one of the main investigated constructs of the research is teacher cognition, this
review will include a review of relevant literatures on L2 teacher cognition. The second line of

relevant research studies will include literature on nonnative English speaking teachers.

2.2. Review of literature on L2 teacher cognition

A perusal of the literature on teacher cognition studies reveals a great diversity in terms
of topics that have been investigated such as teachers’ beliefs about literacy (e.g. Bausch, 2010;
Norman & Spencer, 2005), teachers’ beliefs about teaching and learning (e.g. Doyle, 1997),
teachers’ beliefs about their students (Correa, Perry, Sims, Miller, & Fang, 2008), and teachers’
decision-making processes (e.g. Johnson, 1992; Woods, 1996). It seems, however, very clear
that a large body of work in L2 teacher cognition studies tend to focus on various issues related
to teachers’ cognitions related to the teaching of grammar (Borg, 2003). For example, English
teachers’ cognitions as tied to the teaching of grammar have been investigated in a number of
different contexts including Catalonia (Pahissa & Tragant, 2009), Georgia (Polat, 2009), Hong
Kong (Andrews, 1997, 1999, 2003); Malta (Borg, 1998, 1999, 2001), New Zealand (Barnard &
Scampton, 2008), Singapore (Farrell, 1999, Farrell & Lim, 2005), the U.K. (Burgess &
Etherington, 2002), and Turkey (Phipps & Borg, 2009). Studies also compared L2 teachers’
cognitions regarding grammar teaching in more than one context (Borg & Burns, 2008;

Eisenstein-Ebsworth & Scweers, 1997; Schultz, 2001).



This extensive body of research on L2 grammar teaching cognition, however, contrasts
with the scarcity of work on L2 writing teacher cognition. Some earlier studies in this area have
reported teachers’ beliefs about process approach to teaching of writing (Lipa & Harlin, 1990)
L2 writing teachers’ realizations regarding their integration of the process-oriented approach to
their teaching of writing (Tsui, 1996), L2 writing instructors’ conceptualizations of teaching of
L2 writing (Cumming, 2003) and L2 writing teachers’ conceptualizations regarding
implementing changes in their teaching of writing (Shi & Cumming, 1995). These foundational
studies have provided us with teachers’ beliefs about different aspects of teaching writing.

In addition to teachers’ beliefs, a number of studies have also reported L2 writing
teachers teaching practices. Many of these studies have found a gap between teachers’ beliefs
and instructional practices as tied to the teaching of writing. For instance, Lee (1998, 2003)
investigated the beliefs and practices of L2 writing teachers at a number of secondary schools in
Hong Kong. Employing surveys and follow-up interviews with English teachers in both of these
studies, Lee wanted to elicit writing teachers’ views about different aspects of teaching writing.
In her 1998 study, Lee only focused on teachers’ beliefs about teaching writing and their
instructional practices in ESL classrooms in the secondary schools. Based on her results, Lee
concluded that there was a gap between teachers’ stated beliefs and instructional practices. For
instance, although most teachers stated the importance of textual coherence in writing, in their
instruction they mainly favored grammar and vocabulary. Similarly, most teachers stated that
their instruction is explicit in their responses to survey questions. However, the interview data
suggested that they simply “mention or remind students of certain important features of writing
before an assignment” (Lee, 1998, p. 68) [Emphasis in original] In her later study (2003), Lee

again investigated this relationship between Hong Kong English teachers’ perspectives and



practices, this time focusing on error feedback. The results indicated that teachers’ stated error
correction practices were not always in line with what they said they believed and/or what the
previous literature had informed them regarding error treatment. For instance, most teachers
thought selective marking may be more efficient, but, at the same time, they had some concerns
about it. Similarly, as opposed to what previous literature suggested to them in regards to error
feedback, the teachers who participated in this study did not seem to develop students’ self-
editing strategies. Like Lee (1998, 2003), Diab (2005) also looked at the feedback practices, but
Diab used think-aloud protocols in an attempt to analyze the teacher’s practice of giving written
feedback and her beliefs about responding to ESL students’ writing. Results from both think-
aloud protocols and interviews seem to indicate similar discrepancies between the teacher’s
beliefs and practices regarding responding to ESL student writing. For instance, although in the
interviews the instructor stated that she tried not to focus on grammar when responding to
student writing, it was observed during the think-aloud protocol that she seemed to favor
grammar correction.

Some studies have also looked at the possible reasons between L2 writing beliefs and
practices. For instance, Lee (2011), in one of her most recent studies, has shifted her focus from
the act of giving feedback to teachers’ readiness to implement changes in their feedback
instruction. Similar to most of her previous studies on written feedback, Lee’s 2011 study also
investigated written feedback practices of Hong Kong secondary teachers. Results revealed the
participant-teachers’ inner conflicts regarding the feedback revolution. In other words, while the
teachers cognitively agreed on the importance of the feedback revolution, the teachers also noted

some factors that hindered their readiness to implement changes in their written feedback



instruction. Some of these factors included (1) lack of teacher training, (2) lack of support from
key stakeholders (e.g. department heads, principals, etc.) and (3) practical constraints.

As Lee (2011) reported, the mismatches between teachers’ stated beliefs and practices
regarding L2 writing may be as a result of lack of teacher training. Some studies have also
focused on teachers’ perspectives on their own development (Lee, 2010) and the developments
of teachers’ L2 academic literacy skills (Negretti & Kuteeva, 2011) Lee (2010), for instance, is
the first published study that touches on both teacher education as well as teacher cognition by
investigating teachers’ perspectives on their development as writing teachers at the end of an in-
service teacher education program in Hong Kong. Lee conducted interviews as the main data
collection method. In addition, she used teachers’ classroom research reports written for teacher
training class to triangulate the interview data. It turned out that writing teacher training
promoted the participants’ learning as teachers as well as their identities as writing teachers.
Among factors that promoted teacher learning during teacher education were problematization of
conventional approaches, review of research literature, teachers’ inquiry on various topics they
had observed in their own classrooms, exposure to various writing experiences, exploration of
writing teacher identity, and balancing the ideal good writing practices with realistic practices

While several studies in second language writing teacher cognition shed light on the
importance of investigating the relationship between teachers’ beliefs about teaching of writing
and their actual practices in L2 writing classrooms, these studies are limited in terms of the
methods they included. Specifically, very few studies included classroom observations to gain
some insight on their practices (Burns, 1992). Instead, authors conducted interviews (e.g.
Cumming, 2003; Diab, 2005), administered surveys (e.g. Lipa & Harlin, 1990; Lee, 2011),

reflected on their own development as L2 writing teachers (e.g. Blanton, L. L., Kroll, B.,



10

Cumming, A., Erickson, M., Johns, A. M., Leki, I., et al., 2002) or combined surveys and
interviews to elicit teachers’ thinking and practices (Lee, 1998; 2003). The results reported in the
studies with no classroom observation component remained on the self-reported level. In
contrast, most teacher cognition studies as tied to other aspects of teaching have employed a
combination of observation and interview data (e.g. Basturkmen et al, 2004; Borg, 1999; Borg,
2001; Phipps and Borg, 2009). In particular, some studies included observational data to check if
what teachers report as their beliefs is tied to their teaching contexts or practices (e.g. Polat,
2009). Some authors collected observational data first and then used that data as the basis for
generating rich data in stimulated-recall sessions, and post-observation interviews (e.g. Borg,
1998, 1999, 2001; Farrell & Lim, 2005). Borg (2003) points out the crucial role of including
observations in language teacher cognition studies in the following way:
Can language teacher cognition be usefully studied without reference to what happens in
classrooms? Personally I am skeptical, though it is clear that where large numbers of
teachers are being studied and/ or ideal typologies are being developed, analyses solely of
teachers’ reported cognitions can provide a useful basis for further inquiry. Ultimately,
though, we are interested in understanding teachers’ professional actions, not what or
how they think in isolation of what they do. (Borg, 2003, p. 105)
Compared to the literature on teacher cognition focusing on the teaching of grammar, there are
few classroom-observation-based studies on L2 writing teacher cognition studies. This shortage
of studies points to a need for research using and integrating this method in research studies on
L2 writing teacher cognition.
Similarly, analyses of teacher feedback on student writing have not been used as a data

source in L2 writing teacher cognition studies. Considering that much instruction happens in the
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margins of the papers in ESL writing classrooms (Ferris, 2006; Leki, 1990), observations and
analyses of teacher feedback on student writing seems to be crucial for teacher cognition studies

as tied to the teaching of L2 writing.

2.3. Review of literature on nonnative English speaking teachers

It is by now well-documented that NNES make up more than 80% of the English
teaching profession globally (e.g. Canagarajah, 1990; Braine, 2010). Despite the growing
number of NNES teachers in the profession, most of the scholarly work focuses on student
perceptions of nonnative speaking English teachers (Benke & Medgyes, 2005; Hertel &
Sunderman, 2009; Kelch & Santana-Williamson, 2002; Lasagabaster & Sierrra, 2002, 2005;
Pacek, 2005). Some authors also investigated self-perceptions of NNES teachers, but most of
these research studies have focused on perceptions of NNES teachers as tied to their
pronunciation and accents (e.g. Jenkins, 2005, Sifakis & Sougari, 2005). Theories about NNES
teachers need to draw on information about not only about NNES teachers’ self-perceptions
about their speaking, but also other self-perceptions that might affect their instructional practices
(e.g. Braine, 1999). Thus, previous literature shows a major lack in the area of self-perceptions of
NNES teachers that might affect their instructional practices, especially those that are used in the
teaching of writing.

Previous studies on teachers’ perceptions of themselves as writers include literacy
autobiographies of NNES teachers. Connor (1999), for instance, documented her learning to
write in English as a native speaker of Finnish. Li’s 1999 study is a similar piece which details
Li’s own experience in learning to write in English. As a Chinese native speaker, Li had some

challenges as she became a writer in English. She explained her own perception of her writing
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after getting her work published as follows: “Despite my initial success, | was still embarrassed
by my accent in speech and writing and was still unsure whether I could claim the title of an
author” (p. 51). But later, her dissertation topic helped her utilize both her Chinese and American
self and she became a very successful writer publishing books in the area of teaching writing.
Looking back to the challenges she faced and rewards that she received on the way to become a
good writer, she concludes in the following way:

Together they [challenges and rewards] gave a strong signal of affirmation not only to me

but also to all non-native speakers dedicated to English language education. Coming from

a different world, we bring with us a gift to our adoptive country and the country values

our contribution. (Li, 1999, p. 54)

In addition to these autobiographical accounts of NNES teachers as writers, there are also
a few accounts, such as Liu (2005) and Tsui (1999), on NNES teachers’ self-perceptions as tied
to the teaching of writing. These studies reported that NNESs can have advantages as teachers.
Liu (2005), for instance, investigated Chinese graduate teaching assistants teaching freshman
composition to native English speaking students. Focusing on four Chinese graduate teaching
assistants, Liu explored the participants’ perceptions of themselves as well as student reactions to
having a Chinese graduate teaching assistant in a freshman composition class. One of the main
findings was that although Chinese teachers felt intimidated to teach native speakers a
composition class, some of them actually utilized their English language learning experience and
writing skills in Chinese. For instance, Bai, one of the Chinese graduate assistants in the study,
explained writing in a first language and a second language in the following way:

I think that if we (as NNESTS) can share with our students the good things in our own

culture, then we can bring our resources into full play. I also find that if you can write
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well in your native language, you can also write well in your second language. So we do
have things to offer to our students. (Liu, 2005, p. 164)
One surprising finding of this study is that although Chinese teaching assistants taught writing,
their main concern related to their teaching was in their speaking-related mistakes they made
during their lectures. Two of the participants, Hong and Bai, indicated this frustration in
establishing credibility for their self-perceptions as teachers in the following way:
I wrote down the things that | would talk in class. Of course, it was impossible for me to
write everything down before each class. Sometimes, when | tried to describe something,
I chose not to use it because | was afraid of mispronouncing it. My accent and my

mistakes in speaking made me frustrated. (Liu, 2005, p. 162)

[L]anguage barrier is just unconquerable. To compensate for that disadvantage, | wrote

down every single sentence before my first class.... But, of course, I could still hear

myself making mistakes in my speech ...which bothered me a lot. (Liu, 2005, p. 172)
Thus, it seems that, even when teaching writing, NNES teachers might still be having “inferiority
complex”, as Medgyes (1994) noted, regarding their accents and speaking-related mistakes.

In some cases, teachers’ negative experiences learning L2 writing leads to different
choices teaching it. Tsui (1999) investigated a Chinese teacher teaching writing in an EFL
context, Hong Kong. Tsui focused on primarily one teacher’s integration of process writing to
her teaching writing to Chinese students. Julie, the Chinese teacher who participated in the study,
shaped her teaching according to her own learning English writing experience. She herself was
taught using the product-oriented approach, with special emphasis on grammatical accuracy and

rhetorical organization. But Julie was not happy with her teaching of writing, because “she knew



14

that writing was a problem for her students because it had been a problem for her when she was
young” (p. 99). Understanding her students’ frustrations as learners of English, she tried to
integrate the process-oriented approach in her teaching. Although she faced some dilemmas on
the way of exploring possible methods as a writing teacher, she explored the value of mixing
process-oriented approach with the product-oriented approach.

The studies above have focused on nonnative speaking teachers as writers. They have
tended to focus on the profile of nonnative English speaking teachers as writers in their second
languages, although they sometime also discussed their language learning experience on the way
to becoming a proficient writer. In contrast to these studies, however, another strand of research
on nonnative speaking teachers has concerned NNS teachers’ language learning experience as a
contributor to their self-perceptions and practices in English language classrooms.

In teacher education literature, the role of language learning has been discussed widely.
Researchers reported the importance of language-learning experiences to beliefs and knowledge
about language learning. Ellis (2006), for instance, investigated the links between teachers’
language learning background and their professional knowledge and beliefs. Ellis conducted
semi-structured interviews with 31 practicing teachers of ESL in Australia and their language
autobiographies were collected to better understand their language experiences, beliefs and
teaching approaches. The results indicated that different kinds of experiential language learning
experiences, including formal, adult, and childhood, contributed to ESL teachers’ beliefs and
professional knowledge about language teaching.

Given Ellis’ results, it would seem that NNES teachers would start with an advantage as
previous learners of English and they might serve as role models for learners of English. The role

of language learning experience on self-perceptions of NNES teachers has been reported in some
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studies (Liu, 1999; Tang, 1997). Liu (1999), for instance, investigated the impact of NNES
professionals on their students in an American university. Seven NNES English teachers were
interviewed via email and asked about their self-perceptions as language learners and teachers.
These participants were from different parts of the world, including Hong Kong, Denmark, Italy,
Korea, Surinam, Philippines, and Zaire. The results suggested that, as most of these teachers had
native-like proficiency, they served as role models for their students. Some of the teachers also
indicated language learning background helped them to relate to the students’ needs and
experiences as ESL learners.

While Liu (1999) reported a study on NNES teachers who had native like proficiency and
thus were confident, Tang (1997) described NNES teachers who saw their NES counterparts as
superior in some aspects of English language teaching. In this study, Tang (1997) investigated
NNES teachers’ beliefs about the English proficiency of NNES and NES teachers of English.
Forty- seven NNES teachers were surveyed in Hong Kong. Results indicated that NNES teachers
reported some advantages that a NES teacher might have in teaching English. These included
NES teachers’ superiority in speaking, pronunciation, and listening. The participants also
underlined some areas that they might be more advantageous than a NES teacher counterpart.
One of Tang’s findings was that most NNES teachers of English felt that their prior English
language learning experience impacted positively on their instructional practices. In addition,
NNES teachers’ same first language background as their students in EFL settings was also seen
as an advantage by NNES teachers themselves.

While Liu (1999) and Tang (1997) gave the participant teachers’ accounts of language
learning experience, some other authors reported their own language learning experience and its

impact on their teaching in the form of personal narratives (e.g. Braine, 1999; Hansen, 2004).
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These autobiographies suggested that NNES teachers’ previous language learning experience in
general, and English language learning experience in particular, may help them better relate to
the needs of their students. Thus, they underlined advantages of being a NNES teacher. These
studies have contributed to our understanding of self-perceptions of NNES teachers, but their
results are limited in some respects. In terms of research methodology, for instance, the studies in
this group included interviews (Liu, 2005), surveys (Tang, 1997) and autobiographies (e.g.
Braine, 1999; Hansen, 2004). As a result, all of these studies provided us with NNES teachers’
self-reported data.

While the studies above investigated the role of language learning and/or writing
experience through their self-reported data (i.e. surveys, interviews and autobiographies), no
studies to date have explored how NNES teachers draw on their language learning and writing
experiences in their first and/or second languages when they teach ESL writing. It seems that
self-perceptions of NNES teachers that might affect their writing have not been addressed fully
in the literature. It has, however, been suggested that L2 writing teachers’ perceptions of
themselves as writers (Casanave, 2004) and as language learners may play a crucial role in their
decision-making processes as teachers of L2 writing. Thus, this study expands upon the above
studies by investigating the extent to which ESL writing teachers' beliefs about and practice of
teaching L2 writing are influenced by not only their language learning experience but also their
first and/or second language writing experiences.

Moussu and Llurda (2008), in their state-of-the-art article on the research and history of
NNES teachers, called for more classroom observation based studies on NNES teachers’ self
perceptions. Most of the previous literature on NNES teachers, Moussu and Llurda (2008) write,

greatly relied on teachers’ self accounts of what they said they did in their classrooms. Thus, as
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classroom based research seems to be neglected in research literature on NNES teachers, it is still
unclear how these self-perceptions affect their instructional practices in ESL/EFL classrooms.
The current study expands upon the available research literature on nonnative speaking teachers
by including a classroom observation component to investigate their actual practices in ESL
writing classrooms. In order to investigate possible differences between native and nonnative
speaking teachers’ self-perceptions of themselves as language learners and as writers in their first

and/or second languages, the present study included both native and nonnative speaking teachers.

2.4. The present study

In order to increase awareness of the issues surrounding ESL writing teachers' beliefs
about themselves as language learners and writers in their L1 and L2s, the specific purpose of the
present study is to determine how ESL writing teachers’ beliefs about and practice of teaching
L2 writing are influenced by their experiences in language learning, teaching, and writing in their
Lland/ or L2s

For the purposes of the present study, ESL writing teachers’ beliefs about themselves as
language learners and as writers in their L1 and L2s are important for various reasons. First, as
far as the nature of teaching L2 writing is concerned, teachers of L2 writing teach the language
as they teach the writing skills in their classrooms (e.g. Silva, 1993). L2 writing teachers’ beliefs
about themselves as language learners, therefore, are important to investigate to fully describe
any relationships between their language learning experience and their L2 writing instruction. In
addition, one of the goals of the study is to discover the relationship between L2 writing
teachers’ teaching practices and their writing experiences in their L1 and/ or L2s. As some
researchers have pointed out, there is a need to further explore the relationship between ESL

teachers’ beliefs about themselves as writers in any language and their pedagogical decision-
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making as teachers of L2 writing (Casanave, 2004). Therefore, for an L2 writing teacher
cognition study such as the present research, it is important to investigate possible connection
between L2 writing teachers’ beliefs about themselves as language learners and as writers in

their L1 and L2s and their actual teaching.

2.5. Research questions
Dornyei, when comparing qualitative research questions to their quantitative

counterparts, stated that questions in qualitative research studies are usually “broader than

guantitative ones, often focusing on the big picture or the main processes that are thought to
shape the target phenomenon” (2007, p. 74). In order to guide their studies, then, qualitative
researchers usually formulate flexible research questions. The broad guiding research questions
that guide the present study are as follows:

1. How do ESL writing teachers' own perceptions of themselves as language learners and
writers in their L1 and L2s affect their beliefs about how students learn L2 writing and
how L2 writing should be taught?

2. How do ESL writing teachers' own perceptions of themselves as writers in any language
affect their instructional practices in L2 writing classrooms?

3. Does the relationship between perceptions of themselves as writers and their actual
instructional practices as ESL writing teachers differ for those teachers who are proficient

L2 writers and those who are not? If so, how?
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY

The research adopts a qualitative data collection method to investigate ESL writing
teachers’ perceptions of themselves as language learners and as writers and the extent to which
their beliefs about and practice of teaching L2 writing are influenced by their experiences in
writing in their L1 and/ or L2s. Employing a multiple case study approach, the study aims to
uncover ESL writing teachers’ stated beliefs about themselves as writers and their instructional
practices in ESL writing classrooms and on the margins of students’ papers. More specifically, in
an attempt to tap into the cognitions of the ESL writing teachers, three main techniques of data
collection were used: interviews with teachers, classroom observations, and document analysis
of written feedback provided to ESL students.

This chapter includes the details of the methodology employed in this study. First, |
present information about the context of the study and the main data collection methods. Then |
describe the study participants, including information about their backgrounds as well as the
classes they taught during data collection. Finally, a brief discussion is presented about data

analysis, triangulation as well as ethical issues concerning the research.

3. 1. Context of the study

Participants for the study included two NNES and three NES teachers teaching L2
writing in (i) an intensive English program (IEP) and (ii) the English as a second language
program (ESL) at a large university in the U.S. The researcher tried to include different types and
levels of writing courses, both for pre-matriculated and matriculated college students, in an

attempt to investigate different writing instructional practices involved.
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The IEP aims to prepare students for academic language demands of U.S. universities.
Thus, course content, activities and assignments are designed to help students become proficient
in academic writing, listening, and speaking. The program offers classes at five levels of
proficiency (e.g. high beginning, low intermediate, intermediate, high intermediate, and
advanced). In different proficiency levels, classes focus on different areas, including
composition, oral communication, reading and listening, academic writing and extensive reading.

The ESL program, however, offers credit-bearing courses for matriculated bilingual and
non-native English speaking graduate and undergraduate students at the same university. The
classes that are offered at the graduate level include academic listening and speaking for graduate
students, academic writing for graduate students, and teaching at the university for international
teaching assistants. Undergraduate courses focus on mainly on English composition skills at

different levels.

3.2. Data Collection

The study employed qualitative methodology to investigate the extent to which ESL
writing teachers' beliefs about and practice of teaching L2 writing are influenced by their
experiences in writing in their L1 and/ or L2s. In particular, using classroom observation,
interviews and document analyses of teachers’ written feedback, this study adopts a case study
approach. Cresswell (1998) defines case study as follows:

Case study is an exploration of a “bounded system” or a case (or multiple cases) over

time through detailed, in-depth data collection involving multiple sources of information

rich in context. (Cresswell, 1998, p. 61)
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Following this definition, the study includes five cases with intensive and comparative analyses
of each case. A range of different sources, including observational audio-recordings and
transcriptions, audio-recorded and transcribed interviews and documents (i.e. student writing
samples with teachers’ written feedback, writing assignments, grading rubrics, or any writing-
related instructional documents) supported triangulation of data for each case in the study.

Data was collected over a 15-week spring semester in 2011 at an IEP and an ESL
program at a large urban university in the U.S. The researcher interviewed teachers (Please see
Appendix A for interview questions), observed their classrooms at regular intervals, audio-
recorded their lectures and took field notes from classroom observations. In addition, teachers
were asked to provide some student writing samples they have marked up previously (e.g. within
the two weeks before the follow-up interviews). Based on these samples, they were asked
follow-up questions regarding their written feedback on ESL student writing. The following
parts provide details of the research methods that were employed along with the rationale for

why they are chosen.

3.2.1. Interviews

Ritchie (2003) reports two different main types of qualitative data: naturally-occurring
data and generated data. The observation recordings (to be discussed in detail in the next section)
and interviews in this study served as a naturally-occurring data because the researcher did not
interfere with the natural flow of the class. Interviews, however, were gathered as a means to
have some generated data to get more insight into teachers’ beliefs about themselves as language
learners and writers. Given that classroom observations did not directly reveal teachers’ beliefs

about themselves as language learners and writers, interviews provided more insight into their
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beliefs and cognitions. In addition, interviews were used to clarify underlying reasons for
observed writing teaching practices.

Dornyei (2007) suggests that, for researchers investigating the area with which they are
familiar, semi-structured interviews serve as a good qualitative research data collection option.
Like researchers conducting structured interviews, scholars employing semi-structured
interviews can start with a set of interview questions, but the questions are put in a flexible
interview guide format. During the interview, however, with the help of various probes and
wording, the interviewer can elicit individualized response from participants. For the interview
component of the present research, each teacher participant was interviewed three times
regarding their classroom instructional practices. Teacher participants were interviewed once
before classroom observations and they were also interviewed periodically after two classroom
observations using stimulated recalls.

Stimulated recall sessions allowed teachers to express their perspectives on instructional
practices in which they were involved, as described in Dornyei, 2007. In stimulated recall
sessions, L2 education researchers typically provide the research participants with some stimulus
in the form of an audio- or video-recordings or written transcript of such recordings (Gass &
Mackey, 2010). The goal in using this introspective method is to investigate what went on inside
the participants’ heads during the activities they have previously participated. In the interviews
with stimulated recalls in the present study, teacher participants received a stimulus (in the form
of written transcript of classroom observation data involving teacher participants or their written
feedback provided to ESL students). Each of initial and follow-up interview lasted between 45-

60 minutes. These interview sessions were audio-recorded using an Olympus DM 520 digital
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voice recorder. The semi-structured interview questions that were asked in the first initial
interview can be found in Appendix A.

Although the initial interview questions were set before the research study started and
were the same for every participant, the follow-up interview questions were determined by the
participant teachers’ instruction provided in the classroom and in the margins of students’ papers
and thus were slightly different for each participant. For the follow-up interviews, classroom data
that has been recorded and selectively transcribed and teachers’ written feedback on ESL student
writing served as a source to elicit more information regarding teacher participants’ cognitions.
In regard to classroom data, | collected observational data first and then used that data as a
departure point for eliciting rich data in follow-up interviews. Some researchers in teacher
cognition as tied to grammar teaching have employed a similar research design (e.g. Borg, 1999,
2001; Farrell & Lim, 2005). As indicated in qualitative research literature, using stimulated
recalls in conjunction with other research methods might serve as a way of triangulating the data
(e.g. McKay, 2006). This study, therefore, hopes to make methodological contribution to the
literature on L2 writing teacher cognition by including teachers’ written feedback in addition to
classroom observation as stimuli to elicit further information about teacher cognition.

Data analysis started immediately after the initial interviews. After the interviews were
recorded, they were transcribed to identify some of the key areas to focus on during subsequent
observations. Given that initial interviews, observations and follow-up interviews were
connected to and led to each other, some initial coding was also conducted to obtain a general

idea of the key issues in initial stages of data collection.
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3.2.2. Observation

When explaining ways to triangulate data, Denzin (1989) suggested three ways: using
various methods, using various sources, and using multiple investigators in the research. In an
effort to triangulate the data using various methods, the research included a classroom
observation component. Given the limitations of the stated beliefs, classroom observation was
one of the main data sources for the research. As suggested by Borg, it is important to
complement the stated beliefs of teachers with the actual practice of teaching in their classroom
settings to get a fuller picture of teacher cognitions (Borg, 2003). The present study attempts to
provide a fuller picture of teachers’ beliefs as tied to the teaching of writing by employing both
self-reports and instructional practice.

Most teacher cognition studies that have looked at stated beliefs and actions have
compared them to see the matches and/or mismatches between teachers’ stated beliefs and
actions. One drawback of this approach is the tendency to see mismatches between stated beliefs
and actions as contradictions in teachers’ cognitions. Instructional practices, however, can be
quite complicated. Especially in structured language programs, the possible differences between
stated beliefs and instructional practices may be a result of the overall structure of the program
and curriculum constraints that may not necessarily give teachers the opportunity to connect their
beliefs to practices. With this in mind, self-reported beliefs (through interviews) and reflected-
upon actions (through observations and stimulated recall) were collected and analyzed as
complementary to each other. In other words, given that some teacher beliefs are revealed
through actions, it was important to at least attempt to capture stated beliefs and actions that may

reveal beliefs.
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To obtain classroom practice data, during a 15 week-semester in 2011, the teacher
participants’ ESL writing classes were periodically observed and also audio-recorded using an
Olympus digital voice recorder DM 520, which is specifically designed to record lecture sessions

in large classrooms. The focal classes are detailed in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1. Focal classes

Low level High level
|IEP Structure and Writing for university
composition Il exams Il1
Structure and Composition
\%
ESL N.A. Academic writing for

graduate students
English Composition |

While | decided that it was important to include different level classes from different
programs in order to ensure the representativeness of the data and to see the impact of teaching
experience on writing practices, it was equally important to include teachers with a range of
teaching experiences. Table 3.2 includes details regarding the classes observed arranged

according to the teaching experience levels of participant teachers.
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Classes taught

Classes taught

by novice by experienced

teachers teachers
High level Academic writing Academic
writing for university exams writing for
classes English graduate students

Composition | Structure and

Composition V

Low level None Structure and
writing Composition 11
classes

Given that structure and composition classes were longer in nature than other writing

classes observed, the observations conducted in such classes took longer in total minutes. Table

3.3 illustrates teacher, student level, class meeting days and time, number of observations

conducted, and total minutes observed for each course.



Table 3.3. Information on classroom observations

Teacher Course Class meeting Number of  Total minutes
information days and times observations  observed

Ellisha Academic writing Monday and 5 375 mins.
for graduate Wednesday, (75 mins./obs.)
students 1:30- 2:45 p.m.

Shawn Structure and Monday, 5 525 mins.
composition V Wednesday (105
(for upper- and Friday, mins./obs)
intermediate 10:00-11:45
students) a.m.

Allyson English Tuesdays and 5 375 mins.
composition 1 (for ~ Thursdays, (75 mins./obs.)
matriculated 9:30-10:45
NNES college a.m.
students)

Linnea Structure and Monday, 5 525 mins.
Composition 11 Wednesday (105
(for high-beginner  and Friday, mins./obs)
students) 10:00-11:45

a.m.

Xiao Yu Writing for Tuesdays and 5 375 mins.
university exams Thursdays, (75 mins./obs.)
11 (for 9:30-10:45
intermediate a.m.
students )
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Bogdan and Biklen (2007) suggest that there are two types of field notes: descriptive and

reflective. According to this categorization suggested by Bogdan and Biklen (2007), the main
goal of descriptive field notes are “to capture a slice of life” (p. 120) in an effort to objectively

record what happens in the context of the investigation while reflective field notes provide “a

more personal account of the course of the inquiry” (p. 122). To supplement the audio-recording

during the observation, field notes were as descriptive as possible. In each observation, the
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researcher’s field notes were mainly focused on five main categories. The list of categories for

observation is provided in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4. Classroom observation categories

Category Focus
1. Description of the writing classroom space
2. Content and focus of writing instruction
3. Type(s) and sequence of in-class writing activities
4, Teacher-student interaction (not only as a part of

the class, but also one-on-one conferences during
the class)
5. Classroom artifacts

3.2.3. Document analysis

As most L2 composition researchers acknowledge, teachers’ individualized and written
feedback plays an essential role in developing writing skills of ESL students (Hyland & Hyland,
2006; Leki, 1990). For this reason, when designing a study on L2 writing teacher cognition, it is
of great importance to include the analysis of L2 writing teachers’ instruction provided in the
margins of student papers.

Although documents can serve as valuable sources for qualitative research studies, as
Silverman (2006) also notes, for a long time, they have been regarded as *““background’ material
for the ‘real” analysis” (Silverman, 2006, p.154). Recently, however, researchers have started
using documents as one of their primary data sources. In this way, the documents are interpreted
by the people who created them rather than the outside researcher (Merriam, 2009). For the

study’s document analysis component of the research, teacher participants were asked to bring
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some student writing samples which they had marked up in the last two weeks before the
interview. Although the documents collected were essentially samples of L2 student writing, the
focus of the interviews with stimulated recalls was on the written feedback provided by the
teacher in the margins of these papers. The interviews took place in different times of the
semester to ensure the use of teachers’ written feedback on different drafts of the student papers
and different assignments. In addition to teachers’ stated explanations regarding the instruction
they have (not) provided in the margins of student papers, document analysis of these student
papers might reveal different types of feedback that are given in different drafts. In addition, as
these interviews were linked with the previous observations, some teachers gave different types
of feedback on the topics they have emphasized in classroom instruction.

As far as other research methods are concerned, conducting only interviews with ESL
writing teachers as in Cumming (2003) may provide results that are limited to what the
participants have reported what they do in classrooms. That is, such studies employing
interviews as the main data source elicited only what writing teachers said that they did in their
classrooms and did not include actual teaching practices in ESL writing classrooms. In order to
further studies on L2 writing teacher cognition, researchers should also include observational
data to elicit more information on what ESL writing teachers actually do in the classrooms
(Borg, 2006).

One of the key contributions that the study hopes to make, therefore, concerns a better
understanding of ESL writing teachers’ practices and decisions in two main domains of ESL
writing instruction: (1) ESL writing instruction in the classrooms, (2) instruction that is provided
in the feedback on the margins of ESL students’ writing. As in Borg (2001), the study collected

classroom data first and then used procedures in follow-up interviews grounded by actual
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teaching practices in classrooms as the basis for generating rich data on teachers’ beliefs. Given
that classroom instruction is complemented by written feedback provided in the ESL students’
papers, the feedback that was provided in the margins of ESL students’ papers was also utilized
in a similar way to the data collected in classroom observations. That is, like classroom
observation data, teachers’ written feedback was used as a valuable source to elicit teachers’
beliefs during interviews with stimulated recalls. In this way, the present study integrated
naturally-occurring data (i.e. classroom observational data and ESL teachers’ written feedback
on the margins of ESL students’ papers) with some data that is generated for research purposes
(i.e. interview data).

The study hopes to contribute to L2 writing teacher cognition literature by including
authentic documents that are not generated only for the purposes of the research. That is, it
includes student writing samples that are already marked up by their teachers. Farrell and Lim
(2005) analyzed sample marked-up papers to explore the ways teachers approached grammar
errors. But their approach was limited because the papers were analyzed only by the researchers.
More importantly, Farrell and Lim (2005) did not include teachers’ perspectives. In a similar
way, Leki (2006) also categorized the written feedback disciplinary faculty provided L2 graduate
students; but she only included student interviews. In order to gain more insight into teachers’
cognitions, it is also necessary to interview teachers about the instruction they provide in the
margins of students’ papers. To address this gap in teacher perspective in the literature, Diab
(2005) included a think-aloud protocol with a teacher as she marked up an ESL students’ paper.
In Diab’s research, however, the teacher’s written feedback was not naturally-occurring; but, was

generated for research purposes.
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The present study addresses these limitations regarding document analyses with a more
multifaceted methodology. The teacher participants in the study provided the researcher with
some ESL students’ papers that they had marked up in the two weeks immediately preceding
each interview. The researcher analyzed teachers’ written feedback data based on the following

categories summarized in Table 3.5.

Table 3.5. Written feedback analysis categories

Category Question

1. What is the content and focus of instruction provided in the feedback?

2. How do the instructors use and/or balance praise and criticism? (e.g. in terms
of placement, distribution or proportion of praise and criticism?

3. In which form is the feedback given (e.g. statements, imperatives, questions,
hedged comments, hedged questions)?

4. How much emphasis on language use and content is given in this feedback?

After the researcher’s analysis, during the interviews, the teachers were asked to talk about their
rationale regarding their written feedback. Before the interviews, similar to the analysis of the
observational data, another valuable source of instruction, ESL teachers’ feedback on the
margins of students’ papers first were collected and then were used as the basis for generating
rich data in interviews. This procedure revealed the emic (insider’s) account, in other words,
their perspectives.

In sum, three data collecting techniques, namely, interviews, observations and document
analysis were employed in this study. The chart in Figure 3.1 shows a brief summary of the

process of data collection in the present study.



32

Figure 3.1. Brief summary of the process of data collection

Observations and document Interviews

analyses

Initial interview

Observation

Follow-up interview with

Document analysis stimulated recall 1

Observation

Follow-up interview with

VoY

Document analysis stimulated recall 2

3.3. Participants
3.3.1. Focal participants

As previously mentioned, five ESL writing teachers were asked to participate in the
research. The selection for the participants was purposefully made based on various criteria,
starting with the extent of ESL writing teachers’ interest in participating in the study and whether

or not they teach writing classes for NNES.
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For investigative purposes, it is crucial to invite both NES and NNES teachers to better
investigate the impact of teachers’ experiences of writing in their L1 and/or L2s on their teaching
of ESL writing. As NES teachers teach their L1s when they teach ESL writing to their students
while NNES teachers teach their L2s during their teaching, it is important for the purposes of the
research to investigate how it impacts ESL writing teachers if they teach writing in their L1 or in
their L2. In addition, given that most NES teachers of writing may not have extensive or
significant experience as writers in their respective L2s, NNES teachers who are proficient
writers in their L2s were invited to participate in the study.

All teacher participants were either NES or NNES who are trained to teach English to the
speakers of other languages. Their ages ranged from 27 to 50. All of them had a Master of Arts
degree in teaching English to speakers of other languages by the time this study was conducted.
Two NES participants and one NNES participant were completing their doctoral degrees in
Applied Linguistics and ESL. In order to be able to investigate the impact of experience on their
beliefs and practices, both experienced and less experienced teachers were asked to participate in
this study. Pseudonyms the participants themselves chose were used to protect their anonymity.
Lland L2 backgrounds, years of English language teaching experience, and the number of times

participants previously have taught the writing class observed are shown in Table 3.6 below.



Table 3.6. Information on focal participants
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Participant First Second or Self-reported Self-reported
language additional L1 L2
language writing writing
Learning experience experience
Ellisha English Spanish Textbooks, journal, Limited
Turkish poetry
Shawn English Spanish Screenplays Limited
creative writing,
writing for
newspapers,
short stories,
textbooks,
academic papers
Linnea Swedish English Short answers, art Journal,
French reviews, and creative
Italian papers (up to 15 writing, short
German pages long) articles for
Latin university in-
house
publication
Allyson English Spanish Academic papers, Essay for
Italian online postings, classroom
and reflective assignments in
writing (journal, Spanish major
poems, and short (up to 10 pages
stories) long)
Xiao Yu Chinese English Short answers to Academic
Japanese test questions papers for
publication,
online postings,
discipline-

related writings
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3.3.1.1. Ellisha

Ellisha is one of the NES in the present study. She is a writing teacher from Wisconsin,
and, by the time this study was conducted, she had been teaching ESL for approximately twenty
years. She has a Master of Arts degree in teaching English to speakers of other languages. Most
of her recent English language teaching focused on academic writing. In addition, she has written
an ESL college writing textbook. She has extensive L1 writing experience in different creative
and scholarly writing. Her L2 language writing experience, however, is limited compared to her
L1 writing experience. She did not become very advanced in either of her additional languages,
Spanish and Turkish, and thus her L2 writing experience in both of these languages remained on
the sentence or paragraph level.

The researcher observed Ellisha’s “Academic writing for graduate students” class, a class
which focuses on improving graduate-level, disciplinary writing skills of international students
who want to pursue their graduate level education in U.S. universities. The class was offered
through the ESL program for matriculated graduate students. Adopting a process-oriented
approach, the course was designed to help NNES improve their academic writing skills. During
the semester, students discuss and analyze writing genres (e.g., published research articles, e-
mail, and book reviews) used in academic settings in U.S. universities. A variety of academic
writing tasks, including extended definition, summaries, summary-responses, abstracts,
problem/solution analysis, and data commentary, were designed to help graduate student writers
develop their writing skills for discipline-specific writing. Some of the learning outcomes of this

three-credit course included the following:
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to gain a clearer understanding of writing conventions in your discipline (e.g., use of

certain verbs, use of citations), develop skills to gather appropriate sources and cite those

sources according to the style of your field (and be aware of online resources to assist
you), increase your understanding of paraphrasing, summarizing, and synthesizing, along
with how to avoid plagiarizing, and develop academic vocabulary and a greater
understanding of the collocations within your field or discipline (e.g., Academic Word

List, connecting words, definition structures, formal verbs vs. phrasal verbs, analysis of

collocations). (Course syllabus)

Some writing assignments required students to work with mentors in their respective areas of
specializations, and, consequently, incorporate both mentor and English writing instructor
feedback as appropriate.

Ellisha had taught this class 10 times before she taught the class that was observed. The
researcher observed a class of 11 students. The class met twice a week, on Mondays and
Wednesdays, and each class meeting lasted for one hour and 15 minutes. The class met in a
computer laboratory which allowed students to work on revising their essays or compose their
first drafts during class time. In addition, students were asked and encouraged to use some online
concordancing websites to aid their writing. During the time of the present study, five students
were in their second semesters in their master’s degrees and the remaining six class members
were pursuing doctoral degrees. The students came from various L1 backgrounds, mostly,
Korean, Chinese and Indian. The class was a multidisciplinary class including members from
biology, computer science, chemistry, managerial sciences, biological science, social work,
music, and political science. At the time of the study, most of them had been in the U.S. for

approximately 5 months.
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3.3.1.2. Shawn

Compared to Ellisha’s proficiency level in both of her additional languages, Shawn,
another NES teacher participant in this study, advanced in his L2, namely, Spanish. Although he
advanced his language skills and comprehension in Spanish and lived in Venezuela for eight
years, his writing in Spanish, in his own words, remained “very limited”. However, similar to
Ellisha’s L1 writing experience, he wrote one ESL classroom textbook on vocabulary, he edited
another ESL classroom textbook on vocabulary, and, during the time of data collection for this
study, he was in the process of writing a book on advanced grammar needed for ESL writing. In
addition, for his communication undergraduate major, he wrote some screen plays, as well as
some pieces for newspapers in English. His writing experience continued not only in such area-
specific writings, but also in creative writing while he was taking a master’s level class in
creative writing. His writing also included some scholarly writing that was required for the
doctoral program he was completing at the time of this study. During the data collection of the
research, he was writing his dissertation proposal for his upcoming proposal defense.

Like Ellisha, Shawn, also taught a higher level class titled “Structure and Composition
5”. This class was the last level offered in the IEP, and designed to help advanced international
students develop writing skills for different types of academic writing. All students were pre-
matriculated international students who came to the United States either just to complete a
language program or further their studies in an undergraduate or graduate degree in a U.S.
institution after their language training. Some of the learning outcomes of the course included the

following:
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to demonstrate idea invention through freewriting or group discussion, demonstrate
organization of ideas using graphic organizers or detailed outlines, produce organized
paragraphs (minimum 10 sentences) with topic sentences, main ideas, supporting details,
and concluding sentences through a process of drafting and revision, and express ideas in
multi-paragraph academic essay assignments with an introductory paragraph, body
paragraphs, and a concluding paragraph through a process of drafting and revision

(Course syllabus).

Shawn’s course was a six credit class and met three times a week, each class session lasting for
one hour and 45 minutes.

Shawn had taught this class five times before the research was conducted. During the
time of this study, Shawn taught a class of 14 students coming from various backgrounds
including but not limited to Korea, China, Italy, Sweden, Turkey, and Vietnam. While, for most
students, it was their first semester in the U.S., some of them had been in the U.S. for more than
six months. Most of the students wanted to pursue an undergraduate or graduate degree in a U.S.
university, except for one student who was currently enrolled for some classes in an
undergraduate degree program and was required to take this class simultaneously with his first-
year classes in his degree. The class was held in a technology room which allowed students to
type their essays, meet online as a class in a chat room created by Shawn in the university’s
online system, and share their sentences using the chat room facilities during the class time.
3.3.1.3. Allyson

The third NES participant, Allyson, was a doctoral student in Applied Linguistics and she
majored in Spanish in her undergraduate degree. She studied Spanish and Italian as her L2s. She

stated that she was fluent in Spanish and beginner in Italian. She started learning Spanish in her
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childhood because her mother, a nonnative speaker of Spanish, spoke Spanish as a L2 at home.
She studied abroad in several different Spanish-speaking countries and has worked in Latin
America, where she has taught Spanish. At the time of the present study, she was a second year
student in an Applied Linguistics doctoral program in a university in the U.S. While participating
in the study, she was finishing her last semester of coursework in the doctoral program and
getting ready for her comprehensive exams. Her language teaching experience included high
school and adult Spanish, family literacy tutoring for a local refugee aid organization, and more
recently, freshman composition classes in university level, one of which was observed for the
present research.

Allyson taught a freshman composition class, specifically, English Composition I, for
bilingual and NNES students. This class, according to the university catalogue, is “a composition
course designed to increase the student's ability to construct written prose of various kinds.” The
syllabus indicated that the main goal of the course was to help bilingual/ESL writers develop
their academic writing abilities, including organization and development of ideas, paraphrasing
and summarizing of reading selections, use of academic language structures. Adopting a process-
oriented approach, students were asked to write, revise, and edit their writing according to the
conventions that are expected in U.S. universities. The class met twice a week, on Tuesdays and
Thursdays, and each class session was one hour and 15 minutes.

Prior to the present study, Allyson had taught the freshman composition class twice. At
the time of this study, Allyson had a class of 20 students. Most of the students were freshman
generation 1.5 students. That is, most students in the class were born in other countries but
moved here when they were still at school age. They came from various countries including

Sweden, Italy, Korea, Japan, Colombia, Mexico, Cuba, China, and Papua New Guinea. Like
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most generation 1.5 students, the students had continued their K-12 education in the U.S. and
they were required to take this writing course as a part of their undergraduate degree. The class
also included a few students who were international students. The class met in a technology

classroom which helped students revise their essays in class while conferencing with the teacher.

3.3.1. 4. Linnea

Linnea was one of the study’s two NNES teacher participants. She was a native of
Sweden, and, by the time the study was conducted, she had spent approximately 25 years in the
U.S. She holds a Master of Arts in Anthropology and a Master of Arts in Applied Linguistics and
ESL, each of which were earned at different U.S. universities. At the time of the study, she had
been teaching ESL for more than 17 years.

Linnea taught a six hour non-credit writing course titled “Structure and Writing I1””. This
course was similar to the writing class taught by Shawn in nature, but, in terms of level, the class
Linnea taught was a high-beginning/ low intermediate writing course. It was designed to help
students use and activate their English grammar knowledge in their writing. Learning outcomes
of the course included

to demonstrate organization of ideas using clustering or graphic organizers, produce

organized paragraphs (seven sentence minimum) with topic sentences, supporting

details, and concluding sentences through a process of drafting and revision and use the
language of narration, exemplification, process, comparison/contrast or description”

(Course syllabus).

Like Shawn’s advanced writing class, Linnea’s writing class also met three times a week,

Monday, Wednesday and Friday, and each class session lasted for one hour and 45 minutes.
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Linnea had taught the course six times before the semester the research was conducted.
The class that was observed included 15 students coming from different countries, including,
Korea, China, Spain, Italy, Turkey, Cameroon, Saudi Arabia. Students were required to complete
various types of multi-draft writing assignments that the students wrote both in class (e.g. timed
essay tests) and outside of the class (e.g. 1-2 pages long essays). While most of the students
wanted to study an undergraduate degree in U.S. universities, some students took this course just
to become an advanced writer or become fluent in English. The class met in a computer
laboratory, which allowed students to work on revising their essays incorporating teacher’s

feedback that was provided on a draft that each of them had submitted previously.

3.3.1. 5. Xiao Yu

The second NNES teacher participant in the research was Xiao Yu. She was from
Mainland China and her native language is Mandarin Chinese. While she had taught EFL
extensively at the high school level in China, her ESL writing teaching experience in the U.S.
university context was limited to approximately four years. She majored in English in a Chinese
university, and graduated from a Master of Arts program in L2 studies in a large university in the
U.S. At the time of the study, she was a third year Applied Linguistics PhD student in the U.S.
Before participating in the research, she had recently completed her course work in her doctoral
program, and, during the time of the research, she was preparing to take her comprehensive
exams before her dissertation stage.

Xiao Yu taught a content-based class, titled: “Academic writing for university exams 3”.
Using academic content from a high-school level environmental science textbook, the course

aims to help students help respond appropriately to exam questions that are commonly asked on
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written in-class tests in different discipline-areas. Throughout the semester, students were asked
to take in-class tests on which they demonstrated their writing skills and to answer test questions
that include definition questions, short answers and essay questions. Some learning outcomes of
the course included the following:
to locate examples of academic vocabulary in the assigned text; use conventional
vocabulary for signaling attribution, causes, comparisons, classification, definitions,
examples, and effects, and write answers to different types of questions such as
definitions and identifications (1-2 sentences), short-answers (5-8 sentences; %2 page),
and short essays (8-15 sentences, up to 1 page) for in-class university exams that respond
to the level and content of the reading and use the appropriate language for signaling
attribution, causes, comparisons, classification, definitions, examples, and effects.

(Course syllabus)

Unlike Linnea’s and Shawn’s writing classes that were offered in the same program, Xiao Yu’s
course was a three hour non-credit course and did not focus on process-oriented writing. That is,
writing requirements for this class were not multi-draft papers that were written, rewritten or
edited inside and outside of the classroom. Instead, the students were mostly required to write
one draft in a timed in class test. The structure was somewhat “rigid”, in Xiao Yu’s own words,
and the students were expected to write a concise short answer that is approximately eight
sentences long and to use the language structures that were provided in the course pack. The
class met twice a week, and each class session took one hour and 15 minutes. This content-based

class also provided students with academic vocabulary and structures they need in order to cite,
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compare and contrast different reading materials and incorporate extensive reading materials into
their short answers.

Xiao Yu had taught the class once before the research was conducted. At the time of the
study, Xiao had a class of 11 students. The students were coming from different L1 backgrounds,
including but not limited to Arabic, Chinese, Korean. While most students wanted to pursue an
undergraduate degree in U.S. universities, though not environmental science per se, there were
also a few students who took the course just to advance their English language skills. Given the
unique nature of the class which only required students to write short answers in-class tests, the
class was not held in a computer laboratory. In other words, unlike other classes that were
observed for the present research, the students were not asked to write multi-draft essays that
required them to write in class and incorporate the feedback that was provided to them by their

teachers, and, thus, the students were not given personal computer stations.

3.3.2. Student participation

In addition to these focal teacher participants, student participation was elicited from each
writing class that was observed. In order to use student papers in the follow-up interviews with
stimulated recalls, the consent of at least five student volunteers were also obtained. In some
classes, however, every student volunteered to participate in the present research. In such cases,
while all marked up papers were analyzed, a relatively small number of papers (i.e.

approximately 5 papers per each interview) were used in the follow-up interviews.
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3.4. Data analysis

As described above, data for the present study included interviews, classroom
observations and document analyses of written feedback on ESL students’ writing. The goal of
qualitative data analysis, as Rubin and Rubin write, is “to discover variation, portray shades of
meaning, and examine complexity” (Rubin & Rubin, 2005, p. 202). Data analysis for the present
research began immediately after the first initial interview and continued after each interview
and observation. In addition, field notes which were taken in each observation were selectively
typed, read and summarized. Data analysis was also aided by a use of computer program called
Atlas.ti. With the help of this qualitative analysis program, the textual data was organized and
coded according to emergent categories. The flowchart in Figure 3.2 shows the details of data

collection and analysis for each case.



Figure 3. 2. Flow of data collection and analysis per case

1. Focal participant recruitment & informed consent

!

2. Initial interview

!

3. Transcription of initial interview and initial coding

!

4. Observations #1 and 2

!

5. Transcription of observation recording and document analysis with first

set of marked up papers

6. Follow-up interview 1 with stimulated recall sessions

!

7. Transcription of follow-up interview 1 and data coding for emergent

themes

!

8. Observations #3, 4, and 5

!

9. Transcription of observation recording and document analysis with the
second set of marked up papers

!

10. Follow-up interview 2 with stimulated recall session

}
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11. Transcription & data coding of follow-up interviews & identification
of emergent themes

Goetz and LeCompte (1984) noted that researchers employing content analysis might
come up with basic categories through “comparing, contrasting, aggregating, and ordering”
(p.171). To employ this approach in content analysis, anticipated and unanticipated emerging
categories from the coded data were summarized in a chart to see commonalities and differences
between not only three different data types, namely, interviews, observation data and textual
data, but also among the five different participants. As Cresswell (1998) suggested, both the
within-case analysis and the across-case analysis were employed.

In addition to this content analysis for the anticipated and unanticipated emerging
categories, more in-depth analysis was conducted to obtain themes within each category.
Employing thematic analysis as indicated by Braun and Clarke (2006), the second step of data
coding included several phases of reading of the qualitative data. According to Braun and Burke,
researchers employing thematic analysis follow several steps: familiarizing themselves with the
data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing the themes and defining the
themes (p. 79). Following their guideline, I first re-read the transcriptions as well as the
categories that emerged from the data. Secondly, I defined and labeled the various themes and
subthemes that were salient in each category. As with the codes, the themes were also labeled in
a cyclical format both within and across cases.

Through these procedures, recurrent categories were identified with respect to four areas
of concern as tied to the research questions. These included (1) ESL writing teachers’
perceptions of themselves as language learners, (2) ESL writing teachers’ perceptions of

themselves as writers in their L1s; (3) ESL writing teachers’ perceptions of themselves as writers
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in their L2s; (4) Other issues that indirectly may influence teachers' L2 writing instruction. The
recurrent themes were then subsumed under these four main categories.

For data triangulation, Duffy (1987) proposes four options including theoretical
triangulation, methodological triangulation, as well as investigator triangulation. Theoretical
triangulation includes the use of multiple theoretical perspectives and hypotheses related to the
data being investigated. There are two types of methodological triangulation: within-method and
between-method triangulation. For between- methodological triangulation, researchers use two
or more research methods from different research traditions (e.g. qualitative and qualitative
research). To ensure within-method triangulation, however, the researchers use different
research methods from the same research traditions. Additionally, for investigator triangulation,
two or more researchers from different backgrounds are invited to examine the phenomenon that
IS under investigation.

In addition to including several sources of data (i.e. interviews, observations, and
document analysis) to ensure within-method data triangulation, 1 invited two independent
researchers to code the data as additional coders for investigator triangulation. One American
Applied Linguistics doctoral student and one American L2 Studies doctoral student studying in
two different American universities assisted me with coding. The applied linguistics student was
a first year doctoral student in an urban university in southeastern part of the U.S. The second
additional coder, however, was a second year doctoral L2 studies student in a large Midwest
research university. They were both taking their doctoral coursework during the data coding of
the research. In addition, they both had taken at least one doctoral level qualitative research
methods class and one masters level issues in L2 writing class before assisting me with my data

coding. Prior to data coding of the research, they also conducted at least one qualitative research
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study in different areas of English language teaching and learning. Thus, both of them were
familiar with qualitative research procedures in general, and content and thematic analysis in
particular.

Before the investigator triangulation, we had an informal session in which | informed
them about the study’s research questions, relevant previous literature as well as the research
methodology. In addition, they were given a detailed summary of the study along with the start
list of codes which I created from my initial iterative reading of the data. This start list is
provided in Appendix B. (For another example of a start list in other studies in teacher cognition
literature, please see Borg, 1998). The additional coders were told that the codes included in the
start list were identified from the whole data, so they could use the codes for the individual cases
they were given and/or add new codes as necessary. One additional coder was given a set of
interviews from a NNES teacher case, and the other additional coder was given a set of
interviews from a NES teacher case. The L2 studies student coded the data using Atlas.ti, and the
applied linguistics student coded the data manually on a word document. | agreed with each of
them for over 90 per cent of the shared coding data. Whenever there were some disagreements,
we reviewed the parts together and resolved our disagreements. In addition, both of them created
a few codes not provided to them in the initial start list. For those codes, I revisited the data from
other cases that they were not given to see if such codes were applicable in other cases as well.
Whenever | noticed a similar categorization and/or theme in other cases, | consulted with them
and used the categorizations as we agreed on. Both researchers were offered to be compensated

for their coding work, but they both declined the offer.
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3.5. Ethical issues

There are several ethical issues worth mentioning that I followed during the research. As
I conducted the research, | followed Georgia State University’s Institutional Review Board
guidelines. Some of my main considerations included informed consent, voluntary participation,
confidentiality, and researcher bias. When | asked the focal participants to participate in my
research, I informed them about the research procedures, the purposes of the research, and the
use and the security of the data | would collect from their cases. In addition, I also explained to
them that they should participate on a voluntary basis and could withdraw from the research for
any reason at any time. | also asked their consent to participate using a detailed consent form
which listed the details of the research study. In an attempt to protect my participants’
anonymity, | asked each participant to provide me with a pseudonym to be used in the study. In
this way, all cases in the study are reported using the pseudonyms the participants chose.
Moreover, | assured the participants of the privacy and confidentiality of their records. In an
effort to best represent their cognitions as teachers, | conducted member checking throughout the
study starting from the very first interview to the last follow-up interviews. That is, all the
teacher participants received the transcriptions of the interviews and were asked to check the
accuracy of their statements and my interpretation of the data from their cases. At the end of each
case, | compensated the focal participants modestly for their participation in my study. In
addition, | also provided them with initial findings from their cases and shared what | was
learning about their beliefs as much as | could in the final stage of data analysis through member
checking. Finally, as with any research, | considered researcher bias in this study. To address the
issue of researcher bias, as explained above, I invited two researchers to code different parts of

the data collected.
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CHAPTER 4
RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

As stated in the review of literature section of this dissertation, what teachers know,
believe and think may be affected by the interrelation of their previous experiences such as
writing experiences (Casanave, 2004), teachers’ language learning experiences (Ellis, 2006), and
previous teaching experiences, and these cognitions, in turn, can influence classroom events
(Borg, 2003; 2006). In an attempt to explore such interaction between previous experiences and
current language teaching practices, the main goals of the study are (1) to discover the
interrelation of ESL writing teachers’ language learning, writing experiences in any language(s)
and teaching experiences with respect to teachers’ beliefs about the teaching of writing, and (2)
to further explore the influence of such experiences on their teaching of ESL writing. This
chapter explores several categories that emerged from the data collected for the present study on

teachers’ cognitions as tied to the teaching of writing.

As Farrell and Lim (2005) have maintained, discussions and observations of teaching
behavior are two sources of information that can tap into teachers’ beliefs. In order to have a full
picture of L2 writing teachers’ teaching behavior in an L2 writing teacher cognition study like
this, it is important to include data regarding L2 writing teachers’ instruction provided in L2
writing classrooms as well as on the margins of ESL students’ papers. Previous studies on
teacher cognition including similar data (e.g. Diab, 2005; Lee, 2003) attempted to tap into
teachers’ beliefs by comparing teachers’ self-reports on certain aspects of teaching writing (e.g.
feedback practices) with their observed instructional practices. The present study, however, is on
teachers’ self-perceptions as writers and language learners. For this reason, such comparison of

teachers’ self-report with their observed instructional practices may not be the best indicators. In
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the research, follow-up interviews with stimulated recalls were the primary research tools.
Specific episodes of events observed during classroom sessions and in the practices in the
accompanying instruction on the margins of papers were used to generate discussion topics
during the follow-up interviews. In this way, the teacher participants were encouraged to
comment on specific instruction and relate it to their self-perceptions as language learners and
writers. Such approaches combined the researcher’s etic perspective with the teacher
participants’ emic perspective. Table 4.1. below presents a synopsis of topics that came from (1)
observation data, and (2) written feedback data for each teacher participant and that were utilized

as stimuli in the interviews.
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Table 4.1. Classroom observation and written feedback topics used in post-observation

interviews
Teacher Topics identified in observation data | Topics identified in written feedback
participant data

e Answering students’ questions e More emphasis on the content

Ellisha with self-reflections (If I were a than language issues in the written
writer..., | would do this...) feedback

e Focus more on the organizational | e Praise in the feedback (placed
issues in academic writing than mostly towards the end of the
on language rubric)

e Teacher fronted lecture to group e Written feedback mostly in
activities/ emphasis on peer imperative form (sometimes in the
review in small groups/ grouping form of a question)
students from different disciplines | e Reference to online sources and

e Asking other students before textbook in written feedback
giving a definite answer to
students’ grammar questions

e Emphasis on individual work at
the end of the class

e Use of visuals, OHP, and sample
written models of writing

e Classroom in a computer lab

o Referring students to online
writing sources for individual
work

e Referring to writing experiences e More praise in feedback on the

Shawn when answering students’ final drafts ( placed at the end of

questions

¢ Interactional activities with the
help of chatroom/ limited teacher
fronted lecture

¢ Oral feedback starting with praise

e Questioning his intuitions as a
native speaker, seeming not sure
about some grammar issues in
English

e Emphasis on peer review
throughout the class

e Classroom in a computer lab

e Use of internet, chatroom

the paper)

e More criticism on the first drafts
than the final drafts

e More feedback in imperative form
in the first drafts than the final
drafts

e Emphasis on content in the
feedback
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Individual work and peer review

Feedback mostly in question form

Allyson in most sessions in the first drafts and final drafts
Classroom in a computer lab Detailed descriptive paragraph at
Teacher-student conferences in the end of the grading rubric
class Emphasis on the organizational
Focus on individual work in class issues
Providing step-by-step instruction One sentence praise at the end of
on finding sources, integrating the written feedback along with
sources one sentence of criticism
Use of computer by both the
teacher and the students
Focus on the linguistic features of Feedback in the imperative form
Xiao Yu academic writing More emphasis on grammar than
Teacher fronted lecture, showing the content in the feedback
examples of good academic Mostly praise is given when
writing, then small group work students get an A (full point)
Reference to English writing
experiences
Non-technology classroom
Use of reading organizers
Reference to her language Asking questions in written
Linnea learning experiences in Sweden feedback

Tech classroom

Teacher-fronted lecture to small
groups/ grouping students with
different nationalities/ peer review
in most activities in class

Use of pictures as a stimulus to
writing (picture description
writing tasks)

Praise in the oral feedback
Classroom in a computer lab

More praise provided in the
written feedback than criticism
Explicit instruction on grammar
issues provided in the written
feedback

Praise given throughout the paper
whenever the student creates a
correct structure

Interviews with stimulated recall sessions provided the basis of the results in this section,

and the observational and the feedback data is reported only in the context of what teacher

participants said in the interviews. From the interview data, a number of recurrent themes are
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identified. The recurrent themes are subsumed under four main categories, which are aligned
with the study’s research questions. Specifically, these categories include: (1) ESL writing
teachers’ perceptions of themselves as language learners, (2) ESL writing teachers’ perceptions
of themselves as writers in their L1s; (3) ESL writing teachers’ perceptions of themselves as
writers in their L2s; (4) Other issues that indirectly may influence teachers' L2 writing
instruction. Table 4.2 reports the recurrent themes emergent from the data subsumed under the

four categories.



Table 4.2. Categories and themes identified in the interview data

55

Category

Theme

1. Teachers’ perceptions
of themselves as
language learners

a. Teachers’ previous language learning experience increasing
empathy with students as language learners

b. Teachers’ memories of their own language teachers
influencing beliefs about the learning and teaching of L2
writing

c. Teachers’ perceptions of themselves as different language
learners influencing beliefs about the learning and teaching
of L2 writing

2. Teachers’ perceptions
of themselves as writers
in their first languages

a. (Not) being an L1 writer perceived as generally affecting
(or not) ability to teach L2 writing

b. L1 writing experiences in English influencing L2 writing
teachers’ cognitions

c. Desire to improve as a writer heightening interest in
teaching writing (as a means of further insights into writing)

d. L1 writing experiences in a genre that influences teaching
writing

3. Teachers’ perceptions
of themselves as writers
in their second
languages

a. (Not) being an L2 writer perceived as generally affecting
(or not) ability to teach L2 writing

b. Lack of L2 writing training and/or practice in advanced L2
writing influencing L2 writing teachers’ cognitions

c. L2 writing experiences influencing instructional practices

d. L2 writing experiences in a genre that influences teaching
writing

4. Other issues that
indirectly may influence
teachers' L2 writing
Instruction

a. Teachers’ different definitions of being a writer generally
perceived by the teachers as influencing their L2 writing
instruction

b. Teachers' L1-L2 literacy connections generally perceived as
influencing their L2 writing instruction

The following sections will include detailed explanation of the results organized by categories

and themes across cases.
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4.1. Teachers’ perceptions of themselves as language learners

Teacher cognition requires an in-depth investigation of the complexity of what teacher
“know, believe and think” (e.g. Borg, 2004). Especially in research studies focusing specifically
on the development of NNES teachers’ cognitions, one of the most common research steps is to
determine whether NNES teachers’ English language learning experience positively impacts
their cognitions (Liu, 1999; Tang, 1997). The influence of prior language learning on NES
writing teachers’ beliefs and practices, however, remained relatively under-explored compared to
that of NNES English teachers. The links between teachers’ language learning background and
their professional knowledge and beliefs, however, is important to explore for the development
of NES and NNES teachers alike. The results of the present study indicated that while some
writing teachers’ language learning experiences served as a reference point, the NNES teacher
participants commented that they had to step out of their own language experience in order to
better help their students. All teachers, however, commented that, regardless of their proficiency
level in their L2 and/or additional language(s), they empathized with students due to their
experiences in language learning. The following sections will detail the themes that emerged
from data collected on teachers’ perceptions of themselves as language learners, including, (1)
teachers’ previous language learning experience increasing empathy with students as language
learners, (2) teachers’ memories of their own language teachers influencing beliefs about the
learning and teaching of L2 writing, and (3) teachers’ perceptions of themselves as different

language learners influencing beliefs about the learning and teaching of L2 writing.



57

4.1.1. Teachers’ previous language learning experience increasing empathy with students as
language learners

Each of the five participants in the present study has learned at least one second and/or
additional language as a part of their education. In the cases of NNES teacher participants,
namely, Linnea and Xiao Yu, L2 language learning experience resulted in near-native like
proficiency. Two NES teachers, Shawn and Allyson, also became advanced in Spanish, their L2.
Ellisha, however, remained less proficient in either of her additional languages, Turkish and
Spanish, compared to the proficiency levels of Shawn and Allyson in Spanish learning.
Regardless of the second and/or additional language teachers studied, or even their proficiency
level in their second or additional languages, each of the five participants commented that their
language positively influenced their current cognitions as tied to the teaching of ESL writing.
More specifically, in several instances, the teacher participants in the study, both when reflecting
on their instructional practices and also expressing their own beliefs of themselves as language
learners, underlined that, regardless of their proficiency level in their L2 and/or additional
language(s), they empathized with their students as a result of their language learning
experiences.

Allyson, for instance, stated that she thinks about her “students as language learners in
general and myself as a language learner. I think | am very sympathetic to the stress and the
cognitive load of what it takes to communicate in your second language” (Allyson, Follow-up
interview 1, February 15, 2011). Similarly, later in the semester, while commenting on an issue
that arose in one of the class sessions that was observed for the present study, she further
explained the impact of her language learning experience on her understanding of one Swedish

student who had difficulty in formatting the paper, and, who, thus, was frustrated. Allyson
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indicated that in that classroom incident when the student was confrontational with her when
Allyson asked her to double space her paper and indent paragraphs, she talked about her own
language leaning and writing experiences in Spanish. She explained that “At first, I thought
‘Why is she getting attitude with me?’ but thinking about my previous experience in South
America, | thought it does seem weird especially when you are asked to do something new for
the first time and you don’t know why.” (Allyson, Follow-up interview 2, March 9, 2011)
Similarly, Shawn, another Spanish learner in the study, when commenting on a classroom
incident when he was repeatedly correcting a student’s mistakes of third person —s in English,
explained how he drew on his experiences of learning Spanish. He explained the complexity and
the stress of communicating in an L2 in the following way:
There are many other things that are going on in students’ minds and they feel a lot of
pressure when communicating in a second language. When you ask them to remember
when to put an -s at the end of the verb, they are also feeling that whole pressure of being
a L2learner and user, | think there is a lot of constant self-doubt going on. People become
very insecure in a way, or at least I did when I was at their stage. (Shawn, Follow-up
interview 1, February 23, 2011)
Shawn also explained how his language learning experiences helped him to create a learning
environment that would ease the stress and insecurity his students might have as L2users. He
noted,
| think my Spanish learning is an important element for me in terms of my beliefs and
that affects my teaching practices. | try to provide students with an environment in which

they can celebrate the natural sides of the mistakes they are making rather than kicking
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themselves for doing something wrong. (Shawn, Follow-up interview 1, February 23,

2011)

Although Shawn’s self-reported Spanish language proficiency exceeded Ellisha’s self-
reported proficiency of her additional languages, Spanish and Turkish, Ellisha also commented
that her language learning experiences made her empathize with international graduate students
taking her academic writing class. In fact, that she did not become more advanced in either of her
languages made her more understanding of her graduate students who were “advanced”; but,
“still beginners in the academic writing field” (Ellisha, Initial interview, January 18, 2011).
During the semester, in a classroom session on summary writing, several students in Ellisha’s
class repeatedly asked some clarification questions regarding the assignment as well as her
expectations from them. When being interviewed after that classroom session, Ellisha wanted to
comment specifically on her most recent language learning experience in Turkish, and she
connected that particular classroom event to her understanding of her own Turkish learning. She
said that she was not sure if the students understood the basic requirements of the writing
assignment, and she explained the analogy between her own Turkish language learning and her
students’ 