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1. Introduction

Ways that writers approach writing tasks
and construct texts can be affected by a variety
of factors such as social, cultural, and contextual
factors, including previous writing experience
and instruction. In responses to a picture
elicitation task, for example, Watanabe (2004)
found that Japanese children writing in their
first language tended to organize information in
a real time sequence of events, whereas North
American children frequently reorganized the
given information in a cause/effect relationship
in their English writing. While this finding
suggests that students with different social and
cultural backgrounds tend to respond to given
writing tasks differently, Watanabe maintains
that this difference in discourse types, one for
narrative and the other for expository, reflects
the kinds of first language (L1) literacy training
that these children have received in their home
countries.

As observed in Watanabe (2004), writers’
task response and text construction can be
closely related to past writing experience, which
students usually obtain through instruction and
training. The influence of such factors,
particularly L1 writing experience, on L2
writing has been observed in a number of
studies (Cumming, 1989; Hirose, 2003; Kobayashi
& Rinnert, 2004, 2008; Kubota, 1998; Sasaki &
Hirose, 1996). Among them, Cumming (1989),
for example, investigated the L2 (English)

writing by French-speaking college students
and found that writing expertise was a strong
factor affecting the quality of their written texts
and their use of composing strategies. In
particular, those with professional L1 writing
experience produced L2 essays with effective
discourse organization and highly developed
content, using problem-solving strategies and
attending to complex aspects of writing.
Similarly, Kobayashi and Rinnert (2004, 2008)
found that L1 high school writing
training/experience affected Japanese novice
writers’ choice of discourse types and text
construction (see Previous Study in section 1.2
below). In particular, those who had received
intensive L1 training tended to use a clear 3-
part (introduction - body - conclusion) structure
and include frequent use of discourse markers
such as first, secondly, and on the other hand, in
their L2 essays.

In contrast, there have been a few studies
that have examined the reverse effect of L2
writing experience on L1 (Berman, 1994; Shi,
2003). Berman (1994), for example, found that
high school students (N = 126) who were taught
rhetorical features of persuasive writing in
either their L1 (Icelandic) or L2 (English) applied
that knowledge across languages. The transfer
of the knowledge was found to occur more
frequently from their L2 to their L1 than the
reverse,! because they did not have any
language limitation when writing in their first

language. On the other hand, L2 language
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proficiency was found to be a factor affecting
the students’ transfer of the knowledge from L1
to L2 writing. Similarly, after giving writing
instruction to Japanese students (N = 23) in a
study abroad program in Canada, Shi and
Beckett (2002) found that many of these
students had adopted ways of organizing their
L2 essays, for example, stating an opinion at the
beginning of an essay. They also found that
over half of the students reported that they
would like to apply the English rhetorical
features to their L1 writing after they returned
to Japan. However, it remained an open
question whether their actual Japanese writing
would follow the ways they learned to organize
in English once they returned to their L1
academic context.

The present study aimed to examine the
effects of writing instruction/experience
Japanese students received in overseas high
schools on their L1 and L2 writing. More
specifically, the study took a close look at how
Japanese first year university students with
such experience would approach given writing
tasks and construct texts in Japanese (L1) and
English (L2). One main reason for undertaking
this research is the recent trend of an
increasing number of high school students going
overseas to study in institutions where English
is the medium of instruction (Ministry of
Education, Culture, Sports, Sciences and
Technology, 2006). This phenomenon led us to
the consideration of possible effects of overseas
L2 writing experience on the development of L2
writing as well as L1 writing in this study.

Since the study builds on an earlier study
(Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004, 2008; Rinnert &
Kobayashi, 2007), the main findings of the

previous studies are shown below.

1.1 Previous Study

Preceding this study, the current author

and her research partner investigated the
transfer of knowledge from L1 to L2 in the
previous study (Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004).
Specifically, we looked at the effects of intensive
training for university entrance exams, which
had been identified in Kobayashi and Rinnert
(2002), on the writing of novice university
writers. This specialized intensive writing
training, according to the students interviewed,
was given on a short-term basis ranging from 1
to 4 months through individualized instruction
prior to the entrance exams. We compared four
groups of first-year Japanese EFL students (N =
27), all at an intermediate English proficiency
level: (1) those with both L1 and L2 intensive
training; (2) those with only L1 training; (3) those
with only L2 training; and (4) those with no
intensive training in either L1 or L2. Text
analysis of their Japanese and English essays,
supplemented by interview data, showed that
the intensive instruction affected text
construction in both L1 and L2. Moreover,
transfer was found from L1 to L2, and to some
extent from L2 to L1. The major findings of the
study are summarized below.

(1) Major differences in the frequencies of
discourse types across languages were found.
Overall, argumentation (taking a position,
placed at the beginning of the essay, and
supporting it) was the most frequent
discourse type in the English essays,
whereas there were more expository
(analyzing or comparing items, not taking a
position) and mixed (for example, combined
exposition and argumentation) essays in
Japanese. In terms of transfer, students with
only L1 training tended to transfer an
exposition discourse type from their L1 to L2
writing.

(2) Students who had no intensive L1 training
tended to rely heavily on this earlier L1

writing experience, using personal reflection
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and evidence in their L1 and L2 essays.

(3) Both L1 and L2 essays, particularly
argumentation, were found to share the same
structural frame, consisting of a statement of
an opinion at the beginning of writing,
supporting reasons in the body and a
restatement of the opinion at the end. As for
internal structure, that of the English essays
was rather simple, while the structure of the
Japanese essays by the students with L1
training tended to be more complex, with a
substantial number containing an original
extended perspective or analysis component.
Perhaps due to language limitation or to
students’ perceptions of English writing as
being more direct, this feature was rarely
observed in the L2 essays of any of the
students.

(4) There was a positive interaction between L1
and L2 specialized training. Students who
had a combination of both tended to produce
coherently structured L2 essays with
extensive use of discourse markers and rich

elaboration of content.

2. This Study

In order to investigate the effects of L2
writing instruction/practice Japanese students
experienced overseas on their L1 and L2
writing, the study actually conducted two kinds
of analysis: text analysis and essay evaluation.
The report here will focus on the first part of
the analysis.

To examine how overseas L2 writing
experience affects returnee students’ L1 and L2
writing, two groups of Japanese first year
university students, one with overseas high
school study experience and the other without
such experience, were compared. For this
comparison, the group of students who had

received writing instruction/practice in both L1

and L2 specialized writing summarized above
was chosen to constitute the group without
overseas experience. Although the two groups
differed in terms of amount of L1 and L2 writing
experience, they were assumed to represent
kinds of L2 writing instruction/training they had
received in an EFL (English as a foreign
language) and an international context where

English is used as a medium of instruction,

respectively. The following two research

questions were addressed:

(1) Are there any differences between L1 and
L2 essays by the two groups in terms of task
response?

(2) Are there any differences in the L1 and L2
writing by the two groups in terms of text
features including overall and internal essay
structure, paragraphing, counterargument,
and extended/original perspectives?

Although the two groups were compared to

answer the research questions, the present

study directed more attention to returnee
students to elucidate how they differ in their
writing from students in an EFL situation.

Furthermore, since the sample size was rather

small, the study should be considered

exploratory.

2.1 Method
2.1.1 Participants

The participants were all Japanese first-
year university students except one student
who was a sophomore (N = 19). They formed
two groups: Group 1, without overseas high
school study experience (N = 9), and Group 2,
with such overseas experience (N = 10). In this
study, Group 2 students are called “returnees,”
and those of Group 1 are “EFL students.”

Group 1 consisted of students who had all
received L1 and L2 intensive short-essay
writing training geared toward university

entrance exams in Japan, as explained above, in
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addition to 9 years’' kokugo (Japanese language)
instructions from elementary to senior high
school. Emphasis placed on such specialized
writing training was varied in terms of content
and practice according to the school they
attended and instructors they had (Kobayashi &
Rinnert, 2004). They reportedly had experience
writing at least 8 to 10 or more L1 essays, but
they had mostly paragraph-level writing
practice for L2 during the training period.

Group 2 was constituted of students who
had stayed overseas and studied in high school
there for at least 2 to 3 years (27 months on
average). Profiles for Group 2 students are
varied in many aspects, including country of
stay, type of school they attended, L1
instruction received overseas, and years of L1
education in Japan.

Of the 10 students, four chose to study
abroad in English-speaking countries on their
own without their families, Australia (N = 2),
New Zealand (N = 1), and Ireland (N = 1), and
completed their high school education there in
about three years. They did not attend any
Japanese schools while staying overseas. The
remaining 6 students went abroad together
with their family members because their fathers
were transferred to overseas jobs; three stayed
in the United States, attending a local high
school while three were in non-English speaking
countries, attending international schools in
Germany (N = 2) or Thailand (N = 1). These six
students received L1 education once a week in
a local Japanese school called “Saturday
Japanese school”, and two of the those who
stayed in the non-English speaking countries
went to either a local Japanese junior high
school or an elementary school before attending
an international school. The average length of
Japanese education received by all returnees in
Japan was 84 years, ranging from 5 to 10.5

years. However, in order to prepare for college

entrance exams, particularly for the L1 essay
writing exam, seven returnees received
Japanese writing instruction in juku (cram
school) they attended in Japan for a short period
of time just before the exam took place. The
remaining three reportedly studied how to
write L1 essays on their own while studying
overseas, following short-essay writing guidance

books they obtained from Japan.

2.2.2 Data Collection

The sources of data for this study included
background questionnaires asking about
individual students’ past L1 and L2 writing
instruction/experience in Japan and overseas,
two pieces of writing (one in Japanese and one
in English), and in-depth follow-up interviews.

For comparability, the same two open-
ended opinion eliciting prompts (“Place to live”
for Topic 1 and “Travel” for Topic 2) used in
the previous study described above (Kobayashi
& Rinnert, 2004) were employed. Both prompts
were formulated in the same way. The prompt
for Topic 1 was the following:

Students at universities often have a chance to
choose where to live. They may choose to live
in an apartment alone near their school, or they
may choose to live with their family and
commute to their university. What do you think
of this topic? Write an essay in English,
explaining your opinion about it. Your written
essay will be included in a compilation of class
essays and your classmates will read it.

To control for any topic effect, the topics
were alternated, with half of the students in
each group writing on Topic 1 in Japanese and
Topic 2 in English, and the other half doing the
opposite. Both returnees and EFL students
wrote in Japanese first. No time limit was
given, and they were allowed to use electronic
dictionaries for their L2 writing. This is
because we wanted to create a non-testing
situation for students so that they would be able

to demonstrate their highest level of composing
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competence, not feeling constrained by time
limits or any feelings of insecurity about their
vocabulary limitations. For Group 1 and Group
2, the mean average of writing time was 32.46
and 46.61 minutes, respectively, for English
essays, and 32.32 and 43.56 minutes for Japanese
essays. Thus, overall, the returnees spent more
time writing both L1 and L2 essays than the
EFL students.

The writing sessions were individually
videotaped, and the interviews were audiotaped.
When one writing session was finished, the
second one was conducted within a two-week
interval. After writers finished their writing,
they were interviewed in Japanese about their
composing process and their experience with L1
and L2 writing instruction/training in Japan
and overseas, including their perceptions of L1
and L2 writing. The semi-structured interviews
lasted 90 minutes to 120 minutes. These
interview data were used primarily as a
secondary source of information to confirm and

supplement the textual analysis.

2.2.3 Data Analysis

For discourse types and essay structure,
the present study employed the same analysis
used in the previous study described above
(Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004). The previous
study identified four basic discourse types:
Argumentation, Exposition, Self-reflection, and
Mixed. In Argumentation, students stated their
opinion in favor of one or the other of the two
choices, while in Exposition, they did not take a
side, but analyzed the advantages and
disadvantages of each or created an original
thesis related to the topic. In Self-reflection,
students approached the writing as a “sakubun”
(self-reflective writing, widely practiced in
Japanese L1 classrooms from elementary school
on). In Mixed type, students combined two

discourse types: Argumentation combined with

Exposition, Argumentation combined with Self-
reflection, and Exposition combined with Self-
reflection.

The text structures identified in the essays
were closely related to the discourse types. Key
components identified in the analysis of the overall
structure of the essays included position statements
(e.g., “I think it's better for an undergraduate to
live alone”), general statements (e.g., “Each side
has merits and demerits”), and thesis statements
(e.g., “Choosing a place to live is a step to
independence”), and other major components
included reasons, explanation, and illustration.
The analysis of the internal structure examined
the body of the essays in terms of the specific
components such as counterargument, original

perspectives, and extended perspectives.
3. Descriptive Statistics

3.1 English Proficiency

Table 1 shows the English proficiency
levels of the two groups, according to a
computerized language proficiency test
(CASEC: Computerized Assessment Systems for
Communication, comprising vocabulary, idioms,
listening and dictation sections). Group 2
significantly outperformed Group 1 according to

a multivariate test (p <.01); however, there were

Table 1: English Proficiency Scores by Group
and Subgroup

CASEC* TOEFL equiv
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Gl 615.11 (47.02) 47044 (18.74)
G2 73590 (112.55) 517.80(44.53)
G2H  831.80(54.95) 555.80 (21.66)
G2L  640.00 (49.91) 479.80 (19.56)

G1: EFL students (n =9); G2: Returnees (n =10,
5 each for H and L)

G1 vs. G2 (p < .01), G2H vs. G2L (p < .01) for
both test scores.
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some marked differences in the scores among
the Group 2 students. When the mean average,
739.90 points, was used as a cut-off, five
students averaged 831.80 out of 1,000 maximum
possible scores, whereas the other five averaged
640.00. That is, Group 2 actually consisted of
two sub-groups (G2H and G2L), and the one
with significantly lower scores was found to be
at the same English proficiency level as Group
1.

3.2 Total English words and Total Japanese

Characters

Regarding total English words and total
Japanese characters (including both kanji and
hiragana / katakana), there was a significant
difference between Group 1 and Group 2 for the
number of English words (G1, 190; G2, 353, F =
20.56, p = .000, MANOVA), but not for the
number of Japanese characters (G1, 790; G2,
814). This finding suggests that while the
returnee students demonstrated their ability to
write longer essays in English, they showed
their ability to write a similar length of

Japanese essays as the EFL students.

4. Results

4.1 Task Response

Table 2 shows the frequencies (in
percentages) of L1 and L2 essays identified for
each discourse type by language (see also Table
3 in Appendix 1 for comparison of individual’s
discourse types across languages). The
breakdown of discourse type by group shows
several noteworthy tendencies. While both
Group 1 and Group 2 used Argumentation most
frequently among the other discourse types
across L1 and L2 essays, the returnees
employed this discourse type more often than
EFL students (G2: 70%, 60% ; G1: 56%, 44%, for
L1 and L2, respectively). The use of Exposition

Table 2: Frequency of Discourse Type by Language
and Group

Discourse type English Japanese
Gl G2 Gl G2

Argumentation  56% 70%  44% 60%

Exposition 0% 30%  22% 30%
Self-refection 0% 0% 0% 0%
Mixed 44% 0% 33% 10%

G1: EFL students (n =9); G2: Returnees (n =10)

was also more frequent for the returnees in
both L1 and L2 essays than for the latter group
(G2: 30%, 30%; G 1, 22%, 0% for L1 and L2,
respectively). On the other hand, the use of
Mixed pattern such as combined Exposition and
Argumentation (Exp -> Arg) and combined Self-
reflection and Argumentation (Self -> Arg) was
frequent among the EFL students across the
two languages (44% and 33% for L2 and LI,
respectively), while a Mixed pattern (Self ->
Arg) was employed by only one returnee in his
Japanese essay. The difference between the
two groups in the use of Mixed pattern was
found to be significant at the level of p < .05,

according to a McNemar test.

4.2 Text Features

The ways the students responded to the
two open-ended topics tended to influence their
ways of organizing the text in L1 and 12. That
is, the choice of discourse types affected the
overall and internal structure they created to a
great extent. The findings of text analysis
highlight similarities and differences across the

two groups.

4.2.1 Overall Structure and Paragraphing

The overall structure of all L1 and L2
essays by returnees consisted of the distinctive
organizational pattern of introduction, body and
conclusion (L1: 100%, L2: 100%). In contrast,

while the same three parts were observed in
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the essays of EFL students, there was a
tendency for the distinction between the
introduction and the body to be blurred (L1:
33%, L2: 67%). In terms of paragraphing, there
was also a clear difference between the two
groups. Returnee essays consisted of balanced
length paragraphs comprising 3 to 5 sentences,
each paragraph often including a topic sentence
at the beginning. On the other hand, EFL
students’ essays, particularly, in L2, had short
paragraphs, or one long stretched paragraph
with a thesis or a position and body combined.
Moreover, there were few topic sentences in

their L1 or L2 essays.

4.2.2 Argumentation

For both L1 and L2 argumentation essays,
most of the students in both groups followed
the basic argumentation structure consisting of
a position at the beginning and end, with
supporting reasons (pro-reasons) and an optional
counterargument (contra) in the body.
However, several students placed their opinion
at the final position of their L1 or L2 essays
(Japanese essay: 1 returnee; English essay: 2
returnees and 1 EFL student).

One significant difference in the internal
structure between the two groups lies in the
use of counterargument (positive aspects of the
opposite side or negative points of the chosen
side), often including a refutation. A substantial
number of returnee students used this feature
across the two languages; five out of six
students (83%) who had written Argumentation
essays in L1, and five out of seven (71%) in L2
essays. On the other hand, among EFL
students who chose Argumentation, two out of
four students (50%) and two out of five (40%) did
so in their L1 and L2 essays, respectively. More
importantly, the use of counterargument also
differed in terms of amount of details; returnees

devoted one or two paragraphs to this feature,

while EFL students used one or two sentences
to develop the counterargument (a returnee’s
L2 essay with a counterargument is shown in
Appendix 2).

Reported sources of knowledge about
argumentation structure came from both L1
and L2 writing instruction/training for Group 1
and mostly from L2 for Group 2. In spite of
different sources of knowledge, the actual use of
the same argumentation text features by the
two groups lends further support to the
commonality of argumentation writing across

Japanese and English language.

4.2.3 Exposition

In both L1 and L2 expository essays, most
of the writers stated a general statement (e.g., a
topic or a purpose) or raised a question (e.g.,
“Which one is more beneficial traveling alone or
group travel?”) in the introduction, explained
the statement or answered the question in the
body, and ended with a thesis statement (the
writer’s main idea). Due to this overall
inductive movement of ideas, all eight writers’
theses appeared at the end of the essay across
the two languages (returnees: 6 essays, EFL
students: 2 essays) in this study. For the
development of the body, a comparison and
contrast structure was more frequently used (6
out of 8 essays) than illustration/explanation (2
essays).

One difference in expository discourse
between Japanese and English writing may be
that the latter usually contains a thesis in the
introduction (McElroy, 1997), while the Japanese
students’ essays tended to have it in the
conclusion. According to some students
interviewed in the earlier study (Kobayashi,
2005), the structure stated above was one type
of Japanese organizational pattern taught in the
specialized Japanese essay writing training they

received.2 Possible sources of this knowledge
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for returnees included earlier L1 literacy
training, Japanese short-essay writing guidance
books, or kokugo (Japanese language) classes.
(For specific reasons for the returnees’ choice of
these exposition discourses, see Discussion

section.)

4.2.4 Mixed Pattern

In the current study, all of the three Mixed
types described earlier appeared and the overall
structure of the Mixed pattern was basically the
same in both L1 and L2. In the essays of the
combined pattern (Exp -> Arg), for example, the
writer had a purpose statement or a question in
the beginning, stated two sides of an issue, and
then chose one or two reasons for a position
taken at the end. This overall structure
resembles that of exposition in terms of an
inductive movement of ideas in which the
writer's opinion appears at the end. Shi and
Beckett (2002) found this writing style
frequently among many Japanese ESL students
in a study abroad program in Canada.

One noticeable problem with the use of

such a Mixed pattern, particularly in L2 essays
of EFL students, was a lack of smooth
connection between the two discourse types
used.? No returnees employed this pattern in L2

essays, and there was only one in an L1 essay.

4.2.5 Extended/Original Perspective

Extended perspective is a structural
element in which the writer adds relevant
information related to a topic being discussed or
deepens the discussion of a given topic. This
feature appeared only in Japanese essays
regardless of the different discourse types. On
the other hand, original perspective which
presents the writer's unique view or ideas does
not necessarily constitute a structural element,
but is often reflected in the content of L1 essays
of both groups (a returnee’s Japanese essay
with extended perspective is shown in
Appendix 3).

4.2.6 Discourse Type and Structural Consistency
across L1 and L2

Table 4 shows consistency in discourse

Table 4: Discourse Type and Structure in L1 and L2 Essays by 12 Students

Discourse type

Overall L1 and L2 structure

Internal structure

(same in both) L1 L2
12 Mix (Exp=>Arg) GS-explain-pro-position Comparison + extended pers. Comparison
1-5 Arg Position-pro-position +Contra -
1-7  Arg Position-pro-position +Extended pers. -
1-8  Arg Position-pro-position +Original pers. -
199  Arg Position-pro-position +Contra + extended pers. +Contra
21  Arg Position-pro-position +Contra +Contra
22 Arg Position-pro-position +Contra +Contra
23 Arg Position-pro-position +Contra +Contra
2-5  Exp GS-explain-thesis +Extended pers. Comparison
2-6  Exp GS-explain-thesis Illustration + Original pers. Comparison & solution
29 Arg Position-pro-position +Contra +Contra
2-10 Arg Position-pro-position +Original pers.

Note. GS: general statement; explain, explanation; pro-supporting reasons; pers.. perspective; contra:

counter-argument; +: additional component; [italicized item]. mode of explanation;

component

-: no additional



Task Response and Text Construction across L1 and L2 Writing 19

type and structure by the same writers across
L1 and L2. Group 2 students showed more
consistency than Group 1 across the two
languages; seven out of the ten returnees (70%)
chose the same discourse type (5 for
Argumentation and 2 for Exposition,
respectively), while five out of the nine EFL
students (56%) did so (4 for Argumentation and
1 for Mixed pattern). The internal structure of
the L1 essays was the same for both groups
including features such as counterargument and
extended/original perspective. However, a
majority of the returnees who chose
Argumentation included counterargument
consistently in both L1 and L2 essays, whereas
only one EFL student used the component in
both essays. This finding suggests that the
essays the returnees produced were stable in

both overall and internal structure.

4.3 Summary of the Major Findings

In response to the research questions
raised, the findings can be summarized as
follows:

(1) Argumentation was most frequently
employed by both returnees and EFL
students across the two languages. The use
of Exposition was consistently observed in
both L1 and L2 essays of some returnees
while the use of Mixed pattern was
frequently found in those of the EFL
students.

(2) The overall structure of Argumentation essay
by both groups was the same in both L1 and
L2 essays. However, a counterargument
appeared more frequently in the essays of
returnees than those of EFL students.

(3) Both returnee and EFL students shared the
same structural features when they
employed either Exposition or Mixed
pattern; that is, they stated a main

idea/opinion at the end of the essay.

Extended perspective tended to appear in
the Japanese essays of both groups,
regardless of the different discourse types
chosen.

(4) Returnees demonstrated more consistency in
the choice of discourse type and text
construction across L1 and L2 essays than
EFL students.

5. Discussion

5.1 Acquisition of English Writing Ability

The English essays of returnee students
were coherently structured, consisting of
introduction, body and conclusion, each
component being substantiated with details.
Many of these students appeared to be
competent L2 writers as compared with EFL
students, who were inexperienced writers with
only paragraph-level L2 writing experience.
This result was expected considering the high
level of English proficiency and fluency the
retunees were likely to have achieved due to
their long overseas stay where English was a
mean of communication in their daily life. What
particularly contributed to their high level of
writing ability was the writing instruction/
training they experienced in their overseas
school settings. A majority of returnee students
received writing instruction on essay structure,
and they experienced writing various kinds of
papers, including summaries and reports, and
wrote papers ranging from 2 to 5 pages long
with great frequency. Even though several
students did not receive formal writing
instruction, they had to learn to write essays
out of necessity because they were asked to
turn in papers in content classes. One such
student, for example, was placed in a regular
high school class immediately after she entered
the institution. Though she did not have a

chance to receive any formal writing training,
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she reportedly learned to write by following
teachers’ feedback on the papers she had
written for content classes. As this case
illustrates, the need to develop the ability to
write for content classes they were taking
motivated them to learn how to write papers
and the repeated practice of writing long
papers made it easier for them to write. This
situated writing practice in overseas school
contexts appeared to help returnee students to
transform what Anderson termed “declarative
knowledge (verbalizable data gathered from
previous experience” )" to “ procedural
knowledge (internalized knowledge about
working within a specific domain” (cited in
Carter, 1990: 273). That is, through “engaging
in the target behavior” (DeKeyser, 1998:49) and
extensive writing, many returnees were able to
have their learned English writing knowledge
internalized or even automatized, as widely
discussed by DeKeyser (1998, 2007) in relation
to skill learning theory in cognitive psychology.
This may explain why even lower proficiency
returnees demonstrated ability to write
relatively long, coherently structured L2 essays
compared with those of EFL students at the

same proficiency level.

5.2 Transfer of L2 Text Features to L1 Writing
As reported earlier, a majority of returnees
(seven out of ten students) showed consistency
in discourse type and essay structure across L1
and L2 writing. That is, they approached the
given tasks and constructed texts quite
similarly regardless of the different language
used. This finding suggests that the returnee
students were most likely to transfer text
features from English (L2) to Japanese (L1)
essays. In response to the interview question,
“Does the English writing instruction/training
you received affect your Japanese writing?”,

virtually all of the ten returnee students

answered unequivocally with “Yes” as opposed
to only one third of EFL students giving the
same response. Furthermore, what the
returnees reportedly applied to their Japanese
essays from their learned English text features
included opinion statements, counterarguments
with refutation, support reasons/explanation,
and paragraphs with topic sentences as well as
construction of logical arguments. As a result
of transferring these features, L1 and L2 essays
of some returnees turned out to be nearly
identical. The excerpt of a Japanese essay
below illustrates the overall structure of an
argumentation essay that one returnee (G2-1)
reportedly transferred from her English writing
[the underlined part indicates an opinion
statement and the wavy lines show topic

sentences]:

KA EVH) Z EiZ, 5 TUEICHE
BHZoh, TO—HFTEEDNL L TEh b
W LR EZD, TOLETANELLEZT S
PHEPSE)DPO_ODORIRKE B H L, 5F T
KL —RIES L TWDErS, —AEBSL
ZELTHEAPENVEEZD. YV ZOHHZ BN
TWwZH e,

5% —AELHL TR, R¥ETTOENEL, H
SGOYIWI TR 2 Ped SN 720, %2 A
i) ZEAHEKD, Bl ZIE KFEO M CRERH
BHHDZ)TH, BTOMEOW L T TR H#
GIEDVRTDH 5,

%00 HIE—~ ANTHEEGZZOHG O & W% if &
WZRCE L RO v H G720 Oanc ik %,
Bz 1E, BRASRO/NY Tl — L TR &k % 1% 2

CREBLTRTAHZLELTEETH S,
BEVIHTHEY —ANELLEZTHET, K
FUI—FRETH Y KT 2 E UKLV, &
BRICHD TR o TALI LT, BBOH Y H72E
HEKTLHERIEZ D, TS, KRHAR
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DI RFEIN AL EN T o T2 IEIE, SCBLR Lo
WRDAFAEDRE S 2RDE, NELTHLEE
TAHIENHRDLEER D,

WIS~ NEDS LIk, Blosih o Riudo i
ThHh, &M dds, LirL, HEA
RALWMOTPATEHEICR ), HIHFDOZDIZR 5
EER D, T, TP BRIUNERPBLERSD
T, —ABSLELEFPSIVEEZS. O

[The translation of the underlined and wavy
lines are as follows: (1) I think it is better for
college students to live alone. (2) First, students
are not constrained by time limitations, (3) Next,
students can create their own space in their
favorite ways, (3) Lastly, students can feel
reassured about the importance of having a
family on their side. (5) And since it leads to
self-independence, I think it is better for

students to live alone.]

While the above Japanese essay does not have a
counterargument, the writer's English essay
includes this feature. Nevertheless, both essays
represent the basic schema used in the
argumentation essays, consisting of position ->
pro -> (contra) -> position. In her case, in addition
to the L2 writing training she received at an
international school, the social context where she
was living also appeared to strengthen the
tendency to adopt an argumentation discourse.
She said, “I recognized the importance of
expressing one's opinion while I was staying in
Germany. People there articulate their ideas
clearly.” Thus, contextual factors can also affect
returnee students’ perceptions/attitude toward
their choice of discourse types and text

construction.

5.3 Bi-directional Nature of Transfer across
Languages
While English writing instruction/training

was found to exert strong effects on the

returnees’ construction of English texts, most of
these students received kokugo (Japanese
language) classes at least up to junior high
school in Japan. Moreover, similar to the EFL
students in this study, they practiced writing
Japanese short essays to prepare for college
entrance essay exams by either going to a juku
(cram school) or studying on their own, as
reported earlier. Due to such L1 writing
instruction, half of the returnee students (50%)
perceived that Japanese writing differs from
English writing, while four thought that they
were similar in terms of overall structure and
one could not tell which. Regardless of such
differing perceptions, these students identified a
number of Japanese text features particularly
related to their learned essay structure. These
included raising a question or stating a purpose
in the introduction, placing a thesis or a main
idea in the conclusion, and constructing an
internal structure of the body starting with
“tashikani (It is true/sure that--)”, and then
shifting to “shikashi (but or however)”, in which
the writer first discusses the negative aspects of
a position he/she has taken and then switches
to the positive points. Most of these structural
features correspond to what a number of EFL
students in the previous study reportedly had
learned in their specialized writing training
(Kobayashi & Rinnert, 2004) and they also
reflect what Japanese essay-writing guidance
books say (for example, Kotou, 1999).

What is more interesting, however, is that
there was interaction between L1 and L2
writing, as was also observed in the essays of
some EFL students with L1 and L2 specialized
writing training (Kobayashi, 2005). That is, the
transfer of writing knowledge did not occur in
only one direction, but took place in both
directions. One student (G2-6), for example,
wrote expository essays in both L1 and L2,

following one type of Japanese organizational
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pattern frequently used (Gs -> Illustration or
Comparison -> Thesis, Table 4). While having
received both English and Japanese writing
instruction, she chose this way of writing
because she felt she did not like to be
constrained by taking a position in the
beginning of the essay and she preferred to
explore ideas somewhat more freely before she
came to a conclusion. However, the paragraphs
the writer wrote in both L1 and L2 were well-
structured with rich content, consisting of a
topic sentence at the beginning and elaborated
supporting details. Her paragraphs certainly
reflect what English paragraph characteristics
are said to be like (Zemach & Rumisek, 2003).
Similarly, the same combined L1 and L2
features (a Japanese overall structure and
English paragraphs) were observed in the L1
and L2 essays of another student (G2-7).
However, this writer constructed the texts for
different reasons. According to his interview
account, he was exposed to English writing
knowledge (e.g., essay and paragraph) in the
ESL classes, but had little chance to write
reports for most of the content classes he chose
(e.g., science and mathematics). On the other
hand, toward the end of his overseas study, he
gave himself intensive self-writing practice (ie.,
writing three pieces of essays a day) because he
felt a strong need to pass a college entrance
exam especially geared for returnee students.
He reportedly recognized the obvious influence
of such Japanese writing training on both L1
and L2 essay; however, he also realized that his
paragraphs (one idea per paragraph) were
affected by paragraph writing practice in the
ESL classes. This case suggests that affective
factors such as motivation plays a role in the
acquisition of writing skills, and at the same
time, it gives further evidence that exposure to
writing knowledge alone does not lead to the

internalization of the knowledge.

5.4 Factors Affecting Transferability of Writing

Features

The present study provided insight into the
process of acquiring L2 writing features in
overseas settings by shedding light on the
importance of repeated writing practice and the
social context where students were situated,
including both inside and outside school. The
study also provided evidence that L2 writing
training/practice that returnee students have
experienced overseas can impact the transfer of
writing features acquired through such practice
to L1 writing. However, the extent to which
they transfer such features appears to depend
upon the degree of acquisition of writing
features and individual factors such as
perceptions, preferences, motivation and
language proficiency. As shown earlier in the
case of G2-7, the writer had not yet acquire the
overall argumentation structure, so he
depended upon the structural schema that he
had obtained through Japanese essay writing
practice and transferred this to L2 writing. On
the other hand, even when both L1 and L2
writing features are available through past
writing instruction/experience that students
received, individual writers can choose which
features to uptake or transfer according to their
perceptions and preferences. One such example
is the case of G2-4, who purposely chose
expository discourse for her Japanese essay,
due to her perceptions of L1 writing being
distinctly different from L2.

Based on the findings of the present study
and also of the previous study (Kobayashi, 2005),
a tentative schematic representation of the
salient factors that are likely to affect the
transfer of text features across languages is
proposed. In Figure 1, the left-boxes represent
the writers’ literacy background, including
writing instruction/ training received in L1 and

L2. This background knowledge accumulated
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through experience builds a basis for the
writers to approach given writing tasks and
construct texts. The notations above and
besides the boxes indicates that it is necessary
to receive sufficient writing practice for the
knowledge to become internalized, leading to
acquisition. The small circle represents
individual factors including perceptions,
preferences, motivations and language
proficiency. Based on these factors, the writers
can choose which features to uptake or transfer
according to the social setting, given tasks,
audience, and topic, which are all shown in the
large circle. Output from the writers
represents L1 and L2 text, and the overlap
between the two circles indicates the shared
features of the L1 and L2 texts, which could
vary from nearly entire overlap to little or none,
depending upon how individual factors interact
with L1 and L2 writing instruction/experience.
In short, this proposed schema shows factors
affecting transferability of writing features
across languages, and at the same time it
suggests a dynamic nature of text construction

which is affected by interaction between a

variety of factors and L1/L2 writing instruction

and experience.

6. Conclusion

The study confirmed that English and
Japanese writing, particularly Argumentation,
essays share the same text features including
overall structure and the use of
counterargument. On the other hand, some
differences were found to exist between the two
languages as observed in the Japanese
students’ use of Exposition and Mixed pattern.
At the same time, the study clarified what
specific features tend to transfer across
languages and what factors were likely to affect
such transfer. Future research should aim to
identify what features are more language
specific or more common to different languages
by including a variety of participants, such as
more advanced Japanese writers or native
English-speaking learners of Japanese as a
foreign language. Furthermore, through such
research, it would be possible to confirm or

refine the schema representing factors that

[Meta-knowledge]
[Internalization]

L1 Writing
Instruction/

Experience —> Acquisition

L2 Writing
Instruction/
Experience

—> Acquisition

SOCIAL CONTEXT

Individual Factors
1. Perceptions

2. Preferences
3. Values

4. Language
Proficiency

Audience

Figure 1: Factors affecting transferability of writing features across languages
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Note

1. Transfer was originally conceptualized as with only L1 writing training (Kobayashi &

“the influence of a learner’s L1 knowledge
and skills on L2 learning and performance”
(James, 2007, p. 96). However, from a
cognitive psychology perspective, this
concept is broadly defined to include the
application of what has been learned in one
task to another, as when Singley and
Anderson (1989) observed a high level of
positive transfer between similar line text
editing tasks. Applying what has been
learned in L2 writing instruction to L1
writing could be taken as transfer of
learning.

. Kobayashi and Rinnert (2002) suggested that
the specialized Japanese essay writing
practice placed a major emphasis on opinion
writing. However, a closer look at the later

findings, particularly those of novice writers

Rinnert, 2004), indicates that the discourse
types of both exposition and argumentation
were actually taught in the writing training.
While four of those writers chose an
expository frame for L1 essays, two of them
placed a thesis at both the beginning and
end, as opposed to the other two placing it
only at the end. That implies that Japanese
expository writing instruction can prescribe

placing a thesis in the introduction.

. Some Japanese essays framed in a Mixed

pattern (Exp -> Arg) were highly evaluated
later by Japanese raters because the essays
succeeded in providing either a good
structural extension or a rhetorical question
to make a smooth connection between the

two types of discourse.
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Appendix 1

Table 3: Comparison of Individuals’ Discourse Types across Languages.

Japanese Essay English Essay Comparison
Group 1

1-1 Exp Mix (Exp > Arg) *
12 Mix (Exp->Arg) Mix (Exp > Arg) =
1-3 Mix (Exp->Arg) Mix (Self <> Arg) *
14 Exp Mix (Arg <>Exp) *
15 Arg Arg -
1-6 Mix (Exp->Arg) Arg

17 Arg Arg -
18 Arg Arg -
19 Arg Arg -

Group 2

21 Arg Arg =
22 Arg Arg

23 Arg Arg

24 Exp Arg X
2-5 Exp Exp =
2-6 Exp Exp =
2-7 Mix (Self->Arg) Arg *
2-8 Arg Exp X
29 Arg Arg =
2-10 Arg Arg =

Arg: Argumentation; Exp: Exposition; Self: Self-reflection; Mix: Mixed;
->: direction of overall movement; <->: movement back and forth;

=: same; *: partial overlap; X: different

Appendix 2

English Essay in Argumentation with a
Counterargument

[The wunderlined non-italics indicate a
counterargument, and the underlined italics shows a
refutation, which also serves to support the
argument; the writer's errors remain intact}:

Today, the university students can choose
where to live. They live with their families or
they can live in each apartment by renting. I
think that the university students should start
to live by theirselves in each apartment. It is
really good experience that they need these
days.

In fact, most of the students around me
rent and live alone. They have to cook what
they eat, clean their rooms, wash their clothes,

and do everything that they need by

theirselves. They would not do such a things if
they live with their families because their
families would give them supports what they
have to do. So it is obvious that the supports
make them negligent and might be impossible
for them to be independent. I know the
students around me are very independent
because most of them don’t depend on their
families and live without any problems.

It might cost them seriously, however,

renting an apartment Is a precious experience.

Some university students could not rent

apartments due to money. Some might hate to

move because they feel weary, but money is not

Important than experience. The experience will

lead them more money in the future.
Therefore, I think it is better to live by
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theirselves in rent apartments than to live with
their families. In my opinion, to experience the

difficulties to live alone and to be independent

of their parents are the most important things

during university student.

Appendix 3

Japanese Essay in Exposition with Extended
Perspective
KFEAED [E]

KFAEL VW) KRADGFIZA LTI R B &
ZDANIMECHMEHOERZ LI D, —A
HOLETAD ERX,LEID. FO [F] @
EWIIRPAFOERIIKRECHET 5,

RMEFET 8= TO—ANES LA, HEN
Ll LTWARKANZIOZZEA 2T [HHZOD
KELW] EFIHo T RFEZHEZDLILR,
RED B ) DTz RBG N5 R EDKRY T 4 THIH
HBHo LMrL—FHT, ~ATEETLHL SR,
HH OB & TAEPV— A2k 5, &8IIT
HEPKEVE VS HN DL H S,

o5 & HEAIZMBERL @A 5 R
IS & o THIFIDSH ) REZ D 7205, Rihio Tz
LEFEVSHBEINTVIHNEE L, RHIIH
VFBIREH & 5T Z IR T VS A MIZER T L
NTEZDIX. BwElH,

F72, HATRIEZDLZ WD, V—AT 2T %

T5L0)EREDH D, FEiIEI MRS —FE

NTwa [l ODAZ¥ANVT, —AES LEER

(=dlep L 3EH) THEWET 2 I L OGO N %E

FhREbETVL, ANHBBRIITORMIESH S 72

BN, FINOLERIELLZVWERS,
—ANELL, @V, ZOMmoF 73 & HIT,
ZheEh—R—H2ELEH, KUk, BHHH
RFATFICBWTNICE R 2 B X 7200 % i
HT, ZNCEH ME] 2ERZ &, BI2IE
ERICH A L7z S RANEETE LHPIZHIUTH
T 5BV, BFEZ— 27 LRI H TR h
E—AES LARVDOTIEZRWES ) D
KAELTHAICH TV 20D E—%KL L
T B [EJIZOWTHEiZ T 5 &0V DU,
BHRODHZELEEERY,

English translation of extended perspective (the

underlined part of the above essay)

Also, there is another choice of room sharing,
which is still infrequent in Japan. However, this
iIs my most favorite style of living, which I
yearn for, and this style has the advantages of
both living alone and living with family (living
with someone). Although there might be some
burden in working out relationships among
people sharing the place, I think we could learn

a lot from that.



