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Writing is a difficult task in any language. It is a process that requires time, thought,
revision, and self-reflection. Given the current use of high-stakes, timed testing to
determine students’ language proficiency, and their educational future, there is a need to
understand how students can produce their best writing under these conditions
(Pappamihiel, Nishmata, & Miahi, 2008).
This study investigates the role of the native language during the second language writing
process under timed conditions. Its aim is to learn more about how ELs may use their
first language (L1) while writing in their second language (L2) under timed conditions.
This study also looks at students’ thoughts and opinions about L1 use while writing in the
L2. Hopefully, this study will provide insights into the use of the L1 and L2 under timed
writing conditions, which may inform teachers and writers about the best method for
writing timed compositions.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION

Writing is a difficult task in any language. It is a process that requires time,
thought, revision, and self-reflection. Writers experience this process as a means of
discovering and making meaning. It is a process of exploring, clarifying, and
reformulating ideas that allows new ideas to propose themselves and become connected
in a developing pattern of thought (Zamel, 1983). Writing is an experience that changes
with each individual and each language.
In the field of second language acquisition, increasing importance has been given
to writing skills. The intent of this study is to examine second language (L2) writing and
how use of the first language (L1) can be used to improve these skills. Past research
appears to show that use of the L1 during L2 writing can be beneficial but not in all
situations and not for all writers (Brooks-Carson & Cohen, 2001). Research has also
shown that L2 writers use their L1 while writing in the L2 although the extent to which
they do so varies. In fact, writers use their L1 for a wide variety of purposes when
writing in the L2, which includes planning, generating ideas, and solving linguistic
issues, (Friedlander, 1990; Uzawa, 1996; Woodall, 2002). These numerous uses of the
L1 seem to help students master their second language skills; therefore, it is useful to
further analyze the role using the L1 while writing in the L2 plays in improving written
performance.
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Teachers and researchers alike know that the assessment of writing is a part of
monitoring language development. The use of various assessment methods captures
language proficiency growth and allows teachers to help students develop the skills
necessary to reach L2 fluency. One of these methods of assessments is standardized
testing, which often includes timed writing evaluation. According to Pappamihiel,
Nishmata, and Miahi (2008), writing plays an increasingly important role in high-stakes
testing. This can be seen through the various state and national assessments. Therefore,
the need to prepare students to demonstrate their best writing under timed conditions is
vital.
As a second language learner, I have experienced high-stakes testing in my
second language. I understand the intensity of this testing and the anxiety that timed
conditions can create. This personal high-stakes testing experience was the initial spark
for my research. My interest in first and second language use while writing continued to
grow through my work with EL students here in America and Mexican university
students in Mexico. In working with these students, I noted that writing was typically the
most difficult, and as a result, I decided I wanted to research new ways that I could help
them be successful in writing, especially under timed conditions. I hope that this research
will help students become more mindful of their L1 and L2 use while writing so that this
awareness will help improve their writing.
As there seems to be very little research comparing the connection between the
use of the L1 and the L2 under timed writing conditions, further research is needed to
help build a stronger connection between language teaching and writing choices. The
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goal of this paper is to examine first and second language writing connections in order to
better understand the teaching of second language writing under timed conditions.
The questions that will be answered in this study include: (1) At different levels of
L2 language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under timed conditions
when students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use only the L2?
(2) What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1 and L2 use
under timed writing conditions?
This study, primarily qualitative in nature, will answer these questions by
collecting three types of data. This data will include: 1) student background information,
2) written data samples across proficiency levels, and 3) student opinions about use of the
L1 while writing in the L2. My expectation is that these questions will provide some
insight about the use of the L1 while writing in the L2 under timed conditions. And,
while the results will not offer exact solutions for timed writing, I hope that they suggest
ideas for students and teachers to try based on student need.
In Chapter Two, I will review recent research related to the topic of second
language writing. I will most closely examine studies relating to the use of the L1 while
writing in the L2 and discuss how the use of both languages may affect student writing
performance. I will continue my discussion by looking at the increased importance of
high-stakes testing, including writing under timed conditions. In addition, the chapter
will define future needs for research that suggest ways to continue to improve second
language writing under timed conditions. Chapter Three will explain the research
process, data collection techniques, and describe the participants and setting. Chapter
Four will analyze the data collected and discuss the findings. The final chapter will
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conclude with a brief review of findings, implications of the study, indications of how
these findings may be distributed, and a reflection on the use of the data and future
research needs.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW

Past Research
Previous research has examined the use of the L1 while writing in the L2;
however, it does not appear that many of these studies took place under timed conditions.
The aim of this research is to identify how writers can use the L1 to help them while
writing in the L2 under timed conditions. Researchers in Pappamihiel et al. (2008) note
that writing in English under timed conditions is important to consider given the
prevalence of high-stakes writing assessments in the United States. Therefore, more
research needs to done in order to better understand students’ language needs while
writing in their L2 under timed conditions.
This research seeks to better understand how the use of the L1 and L2 change
across language proficiency levels and how writing under timed conditions affects the
final product. Specifically, it strives to answer these questions: (1) At different levels of
L2 language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under timed conditions
when students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use only the L2?
(2) What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1 and L2 use
under timed writing conditions?
The five areas of focus for this literature review include proficiency levels and
writing in the L1 and L2, prewriting in the L1 and L2, thinking in the L1 when writing in
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the L2, familiarity of topic and text complexity, and assessments. This review will help
further analyze how students use their L1 and L2 to help them successfully write in their
L2 under timed conditions.
Proficiency Levels and Writing in the L1 and L2
In order to continue improvement in the teaching and developing of writing skills,
it is important to understand how EL students use their L1 in the development of their L2.
The general finding appears to be that use of the L1 during L2 writing can be beneficial
but not in all situations and not for all writers (Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 2001). Wang
and Wen (2002) state, “One important difference between the L1 and L2 writing
processes is that L2 writers have more than one language at their disposal; that is, they
may use both L1 and L2 for cognitive operations when they are composing in the L2” (p.
225). The use of students’ L1 varies while they are processing and writing in the L2
based on their language needs, and as a result, there is no consistent pattern for making
suggestions to writers. Some research has been collected across language proficiency
levels to help determine the extent of L1 and L2 use at various proficiency levels while
writing; however, many of these studies have found conflicting data based on the goals of
the research, the subjects, and the means of data collection. In the following paragraphs,
these conflicting results will be discussed in relation to each other and in relation to their
effect on second language writing.
Some research appears to show that lower proficiency students rely more heavily
on their L1 due to their limited language skills such as vocabulary, grammar, and content
knowledge in the L2. As a result, students with limited skills may revert to developing,
thinking, and pre-writing in their L1 in order to build their thought processes with less
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interruption and strain than the L2 could provide. This is supported by Centeno-Cortes
and Jimenez Jimenez (2004) who found that L2 learners often reverted to using their L1
during problem solving tasks when solving the problem became too difficult and resulted
in “breakdowns in the thinking process” (p. 20) in the L2, thus causing them to revert to
the L1.
In connection with low proficiency writers relying on their L1, several studies
also indicate that low proficiency writers alternate between their L1 and L2 more often
than high proficiency writers (Sasaki, 2002, 2004; Rijlaarsdam et al., 2009; Wang &
Wen, 2002; Wolfersberger, 2003). One study that addressed this area of research was
Wang and Wen (2002). In their study of 16 English learners at a university in China,
they concluded that the lower proficiency writers used their L1 far more than the high
proficiency writers. A similar outcome was found by Wolfersberger (2003), in which
three low proficiency Japanese students in an intensive English program in the United
States frequently used their L1 during pre-writing and made use of translating from their
L1 in order to compensate for their limited ability to write in their L2. Sasaki (2002,
2004) also found in two consecutive research studies that novice writers translated more
often from their L1 to their L2 while writing than more proficient writers did. In a final
study by Rijlaarsdam et al. (2009), the researchers concluded that, in general, “…writing
proficiency indicated that less proficient writers reverted to their L1 use while writing in
the L2 more often than writers who are more experienced” (p. 245). Despite the evidence
that low proficiency writers benefit from L1 use, a small number of research studies do
reach the opposite conclusion.
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One opposing study was conducted by Pappamihiel et al. (2008), in which the
results of 27 adult English-language learners suggested that when writing under timed
conditions, students who were at the beginning levels of English acquisition did not
benefit from using their L1. Instead, when students were grouped according to
proficiency level, they found that “those at the Novice and Beginner levels did benefit
from using only English (L2) in their timed writing task” (p. 389). A second study by
Zamel (1983) also determined that there was a strong difference between skilled and
unskilled writers in their L2. The study claimed that skilled writers used more variability
in their language application. This was shown by their wide use of skills from the
correction of simple sentences to the use of complex ideas. In contrast, the least skilled
writers paused to think about grammar, vocabulary, and content so often between such
short chunks of discourse that the overall relationship between their ideas in the L1 and
L2 suffered.
This conflicting information leaves many questions about who truly benefits from
L1 and L2 use. One idea that attempts to explain this conflict of information is offered
by Pappamihiel et al. (2008). In their study, they suggest that a possible reason for the
difference in performance between high and low proficiency levels is that when EL
students use their L1 instead of their L2, the ideas and concepts they brainstorm in their
L1 are just too far above their ability to express in their L2. Therefore, with this gap in
language from the L1 to the L2, the students are not able to translate their L1 thoughts
into L2 writing. However, because higher proficiency writers have the necessary
vocabulary to think in both their L1 and L2, they were able to translate their L1 thoughts
into their L2 writing more effectively.
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An additional complication is added to the discussion by Woodall (2002). In his
research, Woodall studied students from cognate languages, English and Spanish, and
students from a non-cognate language, Japanese. In his results, he found that
intermediate proficiency writers switched more often from their L1 to their L2 than high
proficiency writers, but this effect was influenced by whether they were writing in noncognate or cognate languages. Based on these results, Woodall concluded that there are
important differences in L1 use.
Subsequently, with such conflicting results across proficiency levels, there is a
need to further investigate the use of L1 and L2 at various language levels. It is
important to also consider the type of L1 being used, cognate or non-cognate. Overall,
more work needs to be done in order to determine a greater connection between levels of
proficiency and L1 and L2 use in writing (Pappamihiel et al., 2008).
Prewriting in the L1 and L2
Writing is often planned, written, and finalized through the use of various
methods, cultural styles, and individual styles. In making a closer examination of the
various methods, the data indicate that the writing process becomes even more
individualized when writers develop their own method and writing style. No two people
are the same, thus no two writing or planning styles are the same either. Yet, it is still
important to understand the methods of writing that are needed in order to help students
perform their best (Flower & Hayes, 1981; Barnett, 1989; Jones &Tetroe, 1987; Lally,
2000; Manchon & Roca de Larios, 2007).
Process-writing has predominated writing since Flower and Hayes (1981)
proposed the three-process model of planning, translating, and reviewing. Barnett (1989)
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also introduced the process-writing approach that includes pre-writing, writing, and rewriting. This approach has been found to be a collaborative learning process that uses
pre-writing, drafting, reviewing, and revising. Process-writing, however, creates
difficulty for timed testing conditions. When students are given a limited amount of time
to test, it cannot be expected that they follow this exact process for writing because there
simply is not enough time to carry it out. It is important to realize, though, that even if
students do not have adequate time to carry out the entire process-writing method, it is
possible for them to utilize parts of the writing process, specifically pre-writing strategies.
The importance of pre-writing strategies has grown since process-writing has been
implemented in L2 writing, and according to Jones and Tetroe (1987), planning is a
“critical high-level composing activity” (p. 39).
Another form of writing is known as product-writing (Flower & Hayes, 1981).
Product-writing, as opposed to process-writing, is focused on the creation of a final
product. In many ways, this emphasis relates to high stakes test products because the
quality of the final product is primary in judging writing on standardized assessments.
With the need for clear ideas and organization, written with the final product in mind,
there needs to be a connection built between the two methods in order to help students
produce their best writing under timed conditions. This connection might be built by
using the pre-writing strategy in the L1 in connection with a best final product in the L2.
One investigation that attempted to determine whether students benefited from
using their L1 at the pre-writing stage in a classroom scenario was Lally (2000). In the
study, there were 12 native-English speakers learning French. The research looked at the
use of pre-writing in the L1 and writing a final product in the L2. The results of the
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study, although lacking statistical significance, suggested that using the L1 in the prewriting stage is more effective for L2 composition at the beginning or intermediate levels.
In another study done by Manchon and Roca de Larios (2007), the results found that
language learners tend to allocate similar percentages of composing time to planning
regardless of the language in which they are writing. Therefore, if a student allots time to
plan substantially in the L1, he or she will also plan similarly in the L2. In contrast, if a
student takes little time to plan in the L1, he or she will plan little in the L2. The reality
shows that a student’s L1 skills will transfer into L2 skills, thus positively or negatively
affecting writing.
Helping students decide which writing process helps them best organize their
thoughts may be a useful discussion prior to writing under timed conditions. The
combination of the two writing processes, specifically the use of pre-writing, could
potentially help students produce better writing products and therefore better timed
testing scores.
Thinking in the L1 When Writing in the L2
In addition to use of L1 and L2 writing styles, several studies compare and
contrast the use of thinking in the L1 while writing in the L2. In these studies, there is a
pattern that shows many ELs revert to their L1 to think while writing in the L2 (BrooksCarson & Cohen, 2001; Freidlander, 1990; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992; Manchon, Roca,
& Murphy, 2000; Uzawa & Cumming, 1989). This pattern of thinking and writing is
something to consider when teaching writing, something to reflect on as EL students
prepare for the high-stakes writing tests that will ultimately propel them forward in their
language learning endeavors.
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One such study that examines this correlation between thinking in the L1 and
writing in the L2 was conducted by Kobayashi and Rinnert (1992). In their study, they
examined 48 fourth-year Japanese university students at two proficiency levels using
direct translation writing skills from their L1 to the L2. During the study, 55% of the
higher-proficiency students and 87% of the lower-proficiency students reported using
their L1 half the time or more when supposedly writing directly in English. Thus, direct
writing in the L2 appears to be less than direct since students continue to use their L1
while writing in the L2.
Brooks-Carson and Cohen (2001) also cited a similar pattern in their study of 39
native-English speakers learning French at the University of Miami. The study explored
an alternative approach to short essay writing on language assessment tasks. Following
the study, a verbal report was given by the students, and a vast majority (80%) of English
L1 students reported thinking in English ‘often’ or ‘always’ while doing the French essay
in the direct writing mode. The study also found that the student group reported ‘almost
always’ having better vocabulary in their L1 language and ‘often’ thinking through their
ideas more clearly in the L1. On the other hand, the study also reported that students who
reported thinking less in English while writing in French produced written essays that
were rated higher based on the writing scales.
In a final study, Manchon, Roca, and Murphy (2000) analyzed think-aloud data
from three intermediate Spanish EFL students engaging in argumentative and narrative
writing. In looking at the percentage of Spanish words in the think-aloud data, they
found that one writer was thinking mainly in Spanish (76% in argumentative and 78.7%
in narrative), another used Spanish for nearly half of the think-aloud data (56% in
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argumentative and 61% in narrative), while the third and final candidate used Spanish to
a lesser extent (43.5% in argumentative and 16.3% in narrative). In addition Roca,
Murphy, and Manchon (1999) found that EFL writers “expand, elaborate, and rehearse
ideas through their L1” (p. 25) while writing, or preparing to write, in their L2.
The data suggest that, even though students appear to be maintaining their L2
while writing, there is much more thought occurring below the surface in their L1. This
L1 language use is certainly something to consider when teaching writing and especially
when teaching writing for timed conditions.
Familiarity of Topic and Text Complexity
Students’ success in L2 writing may depend on more than the type of task, the
time limit of the task, and L1 and L2 use. Students’ success may also depend on their
familiarity with the topic within each language. This means that if a student is more
familiar with a topic within his or her L1, then the student will produce better writing if
using the L1. On the other hand, if a student is more familiar with a topic under the
umbrella of his or her L2, then the student will most likely produce a text that is better
while only using the L2.
Lay (1982) concluded that on tasks of dominant L1 knowledge, writers generated
more L1 use during L2 writing. Lay’s research is supported by Freidlander (1990) who
hypothesized, “L2 writers will plan for their writing more effectively, write better texts
containing more content, and create more effective texts when they are able to plan in the
language related to the acquisition of knowledge on the topic area” (p. 112). Freidlander
found in his study that writers wrote their best texts on familiar topics related to their L1
cultural background, regardless of whether the plans for those texts were produced in
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their L1 or L2. Research by Latif (2009) also aligns in support of Lay’s claims. In the
study of 30 Egyptians students writing in their second language, Latif found that when
students were more familiar with a topic, the students’ composing rates and text quantity
improved. Additional research was carried out by Manchon and Roca de Larios (2007)
who found that when higher proficiency writers were asked to write in English about a
less familiar topic, they planned more, which allowed them to produce more ideas and to
reflect on their organization. Overall, these studies show that students tend to write more
in their L1 or L2 when the tasks are more closely associated with the language specific to
the acquisition of knowledge.
In addition to familiarity of topic, several research studies have shown that L1 use
may also be an indication that writers are finding it difficult to develop and connect their
language skills to cognitive activities at a certain point during the writing process. When
this happens, writers experience cognitive overload while writing in the L2, thus causing
them to revert to use of the L1 (Centeno-Cortes & Jimenz Jimenez, 2004; Cohen &
Carson-Brooks, 2001; Woodall, 2002). This explains why higher proficiency writers are
less likely to revert to their L1 because they are less likely to experience cognitive
overload in the L2. In contrast, this is also why lower proficiency writers are more likely
to revert to their L1 as they are more likely to experience cognitive overload when
writing in the L2.
Assessments
Assessing language is a complex phenomenon, and as with any assessment, a
student’s performance is merely a snapshot of their skills at a moment in time.
Therefore, assessments made on various tasks provide a more accurate picture of
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students’ performance. However, many tasks on standardized testing only offer a
snapshot of a student’s skills. Preparation for these assessments includes the four
modalities of language: reading, speaking, listening, and writing. While working to
master all four modalities is significant in becoming successful language learners, the
importance of writing continues to increase as high-stakes testing pushes ELs to a new
level of mastery. As high-stakes testing continues to increase in importance, it is
important to look at how students can use their writing skills in the L1 and L2 to help
support them with their tested tasks (Pappamihiel et. al., 2008).
One test in particular that adult and college level students are asked to take to
demonstrate English proficiency is the Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL).
The TOEFL is designed as a measure of English proficiency. Within the test, there is a
writing section that constitutes 25% of the total score for the TOEFL. This writing task
seeks to measure a writer’s composition skill under timed conditions.
As Pappamihiel et. al. (2008) state:
….writing in English under timed conditions…is important to consider
given the prevalence of high-stakes writing assessments in the United
States. Currently, many English-language learners in grades 3-12 must
demonstrate advanced writing ability under timed conditions for
standardized tests, and adult ELLs are asked to produce a high-quality
writing sample under timed-conditions as part of the TOEFL. Hence,
many ELLs in the United States, no matter their age or English
proficiency level, must be able to write well under timed conditions.
(p. 392).
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As language expectations continue to increase, timed test results, such as the TOEFL, can
dictate the direction of a student’s education and career. Standardized assessments will
never disappear, and with the importance given to them, they can determine English
students’ success in their language and educational endeavors. Therefore, the need to
help students prepare their writing skills for timed conditions is an important ingredient
in their success. This means then that more research needs to be done in order to best
advise our students on the benefits or disadvantages of using some combination of their
L1 and L2 on written timed tests (Pappamihiel et al., 2008).
The Gap in Research
Within the field of bilingual education, educators have acknowledged the benefit
of native language use for many years (Moll & Gonzalez, 1994). However, there is a gap
in research on the specific benefits of L1 use under timed writing conditions for English
Learners. This study is a step to learning more about how English Learners can
understand when L1 use will benefit their writing and under what circumstances it will
not. It is hoped that this study will provide a few insights into English Learners’ use of
the L1 and L2 under timed writing conditions.
The research questions that will help me fill these gaps include: (1) At different

levels of L2 language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under timed
conditions when students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use only
the L2? (2) What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1 and
L2 use under timed writing conditions?
In the following chapter, the methods of the study will be discussed. A detailed
description will be provided about the participants and their Spanish language levels and
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background, the setting, and the data to be collected to answer the research questions. I
will conclude the chapter with a discussion of how the method will be implemented.
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CHAPTER THREE: METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to examine the use of the L1 while writing in the L2.
It specifically looks at how students use their L1 during the pre-writing process in order
to write a final product in the L2 under timed conditions. The study compares two
different levels of proficiency: intermediate and advanced learners. By comparing these
levels of proficiency, I hope to better understand the levels at which using the L1 might
be beneficial, or not, while writing in the L2.
The questions that will be addressed in this study include: (1) At different levels
of L2 language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under timed conditions
when students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use only the L2?
(2) What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1 and L2 use
under timed writing conditions?
This chapter begins with a discussion of the participants and setting. It then
describes the qualitative research method and its use within this study and methods for
data collection. Finally, there will be an analysis of the data collection techniques.
Participants and Setting
This study included six Spanish-speaking students from a language school at a
university in central México. All of the participants were English Foreign Language
(EFL) students preparing to be teachers of English in public and private schools in
México. The students were selected based on their similar experience in language
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learning. There was an equal representation of students at each proficiency level, three
intermediate and three advanced.
The teacher training school at the Mexican university hosts about 90 students
whose goal is a major in Teaching English as a Foreign Language. One of the many
components of the teacher training program is the writing courses. The writing courses
in this program provide the writing foundation for students to successfully graduate.
They focus on vocabulary, grammar, and a combination of process and product writing.
Writing courses are a requirement for all teacher training students as it is obligatory for
all students to write a final paper. This final paper determines whether or not students
will graduate from the program. In addition to the requirement of writing a final paper
for graduation, each student has the option of taking the TOEFL test at the end of his or
her program of study. By taking the test, students are able to demonstrate their
proficiency in the English language for future employment. However, of the 90 students
in the program, only about five students take the test each year. Nonetheless, as the
teacher training school strives to increase the rigor of education, the TOEFL test may
soon be an additional requirement for graduation.
Qualitative Research
Qualitative research is associated with a range of different methods, perspectives,
and approaches. The intent of this method of research is to understand a particular social
situation, event, role, group, or interaction. It is largely an investigative process where
the researcher gradually makes sense of a social phenomenon by contrasting, comparing,
replicating, cataloguing, and classifying the object of the study (Creswell, 2009). The
method is generally carried out in natural settings employing a combination of
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observations, interviews, and document reviews. It often includes research that is based
on descriptive data and does not necessarily make use of statistical procedures. A
qualitative researcher also typically includes a low number of participants in the study
and then works more intensively with these few participants. Qualitative research is not
concerned with generalizing to the larger population, but instead focuses on the specific
smaller groups that are being studied (Gass & Mackey, 2005).
This particular research study is primarily qualitative in nature. The study uses
students in their natural test setting as it explores the ways language learners use their L1
while writing in the L2 during timed conditions. The study also uses a small sample of
convenience rather than a random sample, and there is no control group. There are three
different means of data collection which include writing samples, student background
data, and student opinions. Based on the needs of the study, the qualitative method will
provide the best insight into students’ use of the L1 while writing in the L2.
Validity
In qualitative research, validity is often determined by confirmation that the findings
are accurate from the standpoint of the researcher, the participant, or the readers.
Strategies used to help organize the validity within this qualitative research study include:
•

Triangulating different data sources of information by examining evidence from
the sources and using it to build a coherent confirmation of themes.

•

Member-checking to determine the accuracy of the qualitative findings by taking
the final report, descriptions, or themes back to the participants to determine
whether they feel that they are accurate.

•

Use of rich, thick description to convey the findings. (Creswell, 2009)
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I will triangulate by using data from participant questionnaires, writing samples scored by
two different researchers using a common rubric, and information from follow-up
participant questionnaires. By using these various means to check the methods, data, and
research, I have improved the validity of my results.
Reliability
In qualitative research, the traditional thinking about reliability does not really
apply, but instead, the more appropriate question is if the results are consistent with the
data that was collected during the study, making it a valid study. There are three things
that a researcher should do to ensure that results are dependable. First, the researcher
needs to explain any assumptions, state his or her position to the participants, and explain
the context of the study, including information about the participants. Second, a review
trail should be kept so that someone can follow what the researcher did and see how he or
she arrived at the results. Lastly, it is suggested that triangulation be used (Creswell,
2009). In this study, participant questionnaires and writing samples were scored by three
raters, transcribed, and analyzed for salient themes. Consent was obtained from the
participants to use the information derived from the themes found. Based on the
explanations and descriptions laid out in the literature and data, the artifacts of data, and
the various methods of data collection, I have created qualitative reliability across the
study.
Ethics
This study protected participants’ rights and anonymity through use of the
following safeguards. I followed the human subjects review protocols. A letter was
provided to the participants that described the study and written consent for participation

22
was obtained from the students. The letter and consent form were both written in English
and Spanish. Student names were not used on the pre-study participant questionnaire, the
writing samples, or the post-study open-ended questionnaire, and the data was stored in a
locked file.
Data Collection
Procedure
Students from the university teaching program were chosen on a volunteer basis.
One of the requirements for volunteering was that students had to have taken the required
writing courses within the university. This requirement helped to ensure that students
had been exposed to the same expectations of process and product writing for use on a
timed test, such as the TOEFL.
Following this request and identification of volunteers, three different means of
data collection were employed during the study: 1) a pre-study participant questionnaire
(Brooks-Carson & Cohen, 2001), 2) two writing samples scored by the ESL Composition
Profile (McNamara, 2000), and 3) a post-study open-ended questionnaire (Brooks-Carson
& Cohen, 2001).
The first data collected were through the pre-study participant questionnaire (see
Appendix A). The students who volunteered for the study and met the writing
requirement were given a pre-study participant questionnaire to identify their years of
English study and level of language use. This questionnaire employed a combination of
rating scales and open-ended questions that identified students’ language level and past
English education history. The questionnaire was provided in Spanish, the students’ L1,
in order to obtain the most accurate responses. Based on the information gathered from
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this questionnaire, students were placed into either an intermediate group or an advanced
group. Both groups contained three students for a total of six participants. There were
four females and two males in the study, two females and one male in the intermediate
group and two females and one male in the advanced group. Students ranged in age from
19 to 38 years old, and all had similar experience in education and English.
The second set of data collected focused on student writing samples. Each
participant wrote two argumentative essays that focused on different, but comparable,
writing topics (see Appendix B). The two writing topics were chosen from a list of
TOEFL practice questions. The questions were chosen in collaboration with professors
from the Mexican university to confirm that the topics were relevant to the students, their
cultures, and their lives. The writing samples were collected in a span of one day.
Prior to collecting the writing samples, students were given a 60-minute minilesson and review of the writing process expected by the university. They were also
presented example questions from the TOEFL test. The review was conducted in English
(L2) as all classes within this specific university writing program are conducted in
English. The review was intended to refresh participants’ contact with the writing
process, answer questions about argumentative essay writing, provide experience with
TOEFL questions, and build some similarity in student thinking and writing. After the
60-minute review session, students were given a short 30-minute break prior to writing
the first timed essay.
While writing the first essay, students were asked to brainstorm in Spanish (L1)
and write their final product in English (L2). Students were asked to show their
individual brainstorming in the L1 by writing their ideas down on paper and then using
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those ideas to write in the L2 for their final product. It was recommended to the students
that they brainstorm for no more than 10 minutes of the 30 minutes total so that there
would be sufficient time to write their final product. Students were then given the first
essay question, the timer was started, and the first essays were completed. Following
completion of the first essay, students were given another short 30-minute break prior to
writing the second essay.
While writing the second essay, students were asked to individually brainstorm in
English (L2) and write their final product in English (L2). Again, students were asked to
show their brainstorming in the L2 by writing their ideas down on paper and then using
those ideas to write in the L2 for their final product. The recommendation was again
given to the students to brainstorm for no more than 10 minutes of the 30 minutes total so
that there would be sufficient time to write their final product. Students were then given
the second essay question, the timer was started, and the second essays were completed.
After both sets of essays were collected, three raters were used to score the
writing and create inter-rater reliability. The raters scored the essays using the ESL
Composition Profile rubric (see Appendix C). Before the raters scored the essays, a
norming session was conducted with the three raters to build norms and consistency
amongst scores. In the norming session, the ESL Composition Profile was discussed,
questions were answered, and consistency was built. The raters were given several
practice essays to score, compare, and discuss. This was repeated for a total of three
times, a point at which the raters felt comfortable with their understanding of the ESL
Composition Profile and consistency of practice scores. After the norming session, raters
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were given the essays from this study to score. Out of the three scores given to each
essay, the two closest scores were chosen, averaged, and used in the data analysis.
The third data collection method consisted of a post-study open-ended
questionnaire (see Appendix D). This questionnaire was administered following
completion of the second essay. Again, this questionnaire was also provided in Spanish
(L1) in order to obtain the most accurate responses. The purpose of the questionnaire
was to identify students’ thoughts and feelings regarding the use of the L1 and L2 while
writing under timed conditions. From this questionnaire, student opinions were
translated into English, analyzed for salient themes, and grouped into categories based on
these themes. Based on the post-study questionnaire, I was able to identify similarities
between student feelings and opinions toward use of the L1 during L2 writings and the
effect they felt it had on their writing.
In this chapter, the methodology of the study, the participants, the setting, and the
data collection techniques were described. The next chapter presents the results of this
study.
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CHAPTER FOUR: RESULTS

In Chapter Three, the study was explained in detail, including descriptions of the
participants, setting, assessment tools, and methods for collecting the data. The purpose
of this study was to examine the use of brainstorming in the L1 while writing in the L2
under timed conditions. In Chapter Four, data gathered from two different research tools
will be presented. Analysis and interpretation of the data collected will determine if use
of the L1 while writing in the L2 under timed conditions was beneficial to the
participants in the study or not. It will also provide an analysis of students’ thoughts and
opinions about use of both the L1 and the L2 while writing and how they felt it affected
their writing under timed conditions.
The results will be broken into two sections of discussion based on the tools used
for data collection. First, the results from the student writing samples will be analyzed.
This will be done by looking at overall writing score, language level, and use of the L1
and L2 during brainstorming and writing. Second, students’ thoughts and opinions about
use of the L1 and L2 will be grouped, analyzed, and discussed according to salient
themes.
The questions that will be addressed in this chapter are: (1) At different levels of
L2 language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under timed conditions
when students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use only the L2?
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(2) What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1 and L2 use
under timed writing conditions?
Analysis of Writing Samples
A total of six participants wrote two different essays under timed writing
conditions. Of the six participants, two different language levels were represented,
intermediate and advanced. The language levels represented were determined by a prestudy participant questionnaire and discussion with writing professors at the university.
Students were numbered 1-6. Students 1-3 were grouped into the intermediate category,
while students 4-6 were grouped into the advanced category. Students were not told the
language level in which they were placed nor were they told their student number.
Each essay was worth a total of 100 points. For the first essay (Task 1), students
were required to brainstorm in Spanish (L1) and write the final paper in English (L2). On
the second essay (Task 2), students were required to brainstorm in English (L2) and write
the final paper in English (L2).
Questions for both tasks were chosen from the TOEFL practice tests based on
student and cultural relevancy. Task 1 question was: A company has announced that it
wishes to build a large factory near your community. Discuss the advantages and
disadvantages of this new influence on your community. Do you support or oppose the
factory? Explain your position. Task 2 question was: Some people think that they can
learn better by themselves than with a teacher. Others think that it is always better to
have a teacher. Which do you prefer? Explain your position.
The following data analysis serves to answer the research question: At different
levels of L2 language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under timed
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conditions when students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use only
the L2? To answer this question, students’ scores were examined by the level in which
they were grouped, intermediate or advanced.
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Figure 1. Scores for Intermediate Language Students 1-3
As shown in Figure 1, two out of three intermediate students received better
scores on Task 1 than on Task 2. The two students who earned higher scores on Task 1
were student one and student three. Student one earned a total of 81 points on Task 1 and
76 points on Task 2, a difference of 5 points. Student three earned a total of 80 points on
Task 1 and 65 points on Task 2, a difference of 15 points. The single student who earned
a higher score on Task 2 was student two. Student two earned a total of 73 points on
Task 1 and 85.5 points on Task 2, a difference of 12.5 points.
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Figure 2. Scores for Advanced Language Students 4-6
As shown in Figure 2, two out of three advanced students earned better scores on
Task 1 than on Task 2. The two students who earned higher scores on Task 1 were
student four and student six. Student four earned 87 points on Task 1 and 85 points on
Task 2, a difference of two points. Student six earned 72 points on Task 1 and 71 points
on Task 2, a difference of one point. The single student who earned a higher score on
Task 2 was student five. Student five earned 84 points on Task 1 and 87 points on Task
2, a difference of three points.
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Figure 3. Task 1 and Task 2 Comparisons
Figure 3 shows a side-by-side comparison of the overall essay scores which
indicate four out of six participants, two intermediate students and two advanced
students, wrote better essays in Task 1. These findings seem to follow Cohen and
Brooks-Carson’s (2001) general proposal that use of the L1 during L2 writing can be
beneficial but not in all situations and not for all writers. In further analysis of the data,
as shown in Figure 3, the results of the overall scores from Task 1 show that four out of
six students wrote essays that earned 80 points or more on Task 1. In contrast, the results
from Task 2 show that only three out of six students earned 80 points or more. Overall,
more students earned higher scores on Task 1 than on Task 2.
It can be seen that the essay scores from the intermediate and advanced level
students indicate that a similar pattern occurred at each level as two out of three students
earned higher scores on Task 1. In total, four out of six students completed Task 1 with
higher scores. This means that students wrote better essays under timed conditions when
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brainstorming in the L1 and writing in the L2. Nonetheless, there were still two students
who wrote better essays on Task 2 than Task 1. The difference in these scores will be
discussed in the second section of this chapter, as the lower scores may be linked to the
students’ thoughts about the writing topics.
These data seem to show that, regardless of intermediate or advanced language
level, students performed better on Task 1 than on Task 2. Nevertheless, despite what the
data appear to show, the overall difference in scores between Task 1 and Task 2 are only
points apart, meaning there is little to no statistical difference.
Analysis of Student Thoughts and Opinions
After both essays were completed, students were given a post-study open-ended
questionnaire. The questionnaire was aimed at better understanding student thoughts and
opinions regarding the different writing tasks. Student responses were analyzed and
grouped into salient themes. This discussion serves to answer the second question of the
study: What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1 and L2
use under timed writing conditions?
The first theme found in student opinion might lead one to believe that students
felt their L1 was the most beneficial to use while writing in the L2. In this theme, four
out of six student responses showed that students felt their ideas came more quickly while
brainstorming in the L1. In addition, they also felt they had more ideas while
brainstorming in the L1. This theme connects to several studies that show students’
writing may depend on students’ familiarity with the topic and the language in which
familiarity was acquired (Freidlander, 1990; Latif, 2009; Lay, 1982). Student three
stated, “Ideas came faster in Spanish.” Student one added, “The ideas came more clearly

32
in Spanish. Depending on the topic, finding words to brainstorm in English is more
difficult.” This faster rate of brainstorming in the L1 and potential of familiarity with the
topic seems to have given students an advantage while writing their final paper in the L2.
As the data show, the overall scores were higher on Task 1, brainstorming in the L1.
However, despite four out of six students experiencing a faster rate of
brainstorming on Task 1, students felt that their ideas came more clearly while
brainstorming in the L2. Therefore, the second theme found in student responses
contradicts the students’ overall writing scores. Even though students felt they had more
ideas while brainstorming in their L1, they thought that their ideas and writing were more
concise when using one language, English (L2). Again, this theme connects to research
that highlights students’ familiarity with the topic in the specific language in which it was
acquired, which, as a result, creates improved scores (Freidlander, 1990; Latif, 2009; Lay,
1982). Student two wrote, “Fewer ideas came to mind in English, but they were more
precise.” Student four added, “…words were confused between two languages; it was
easier to think and write in the same language.” Therefore, even though students thought
they had more ideas while brainstorming in the L1, they felt stronger about the quality of
their brainstorming ideas and writing in the L2.
A final consistent theme found in all six participant responses indicated that each
of the participants preferred the requirements of Task 2, brainstorming in the L2 and
writing in the L2. The students gave similar reasons for their preference for Task 2,
which included clearer thoughts that were more organized and more concise and the lack
of necessity to translate. Specifically, student two wrote, “I prefer brainstorming in
English and writing in English. Even though I had fewer ideas while brainstorming in
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English, my ideas were more concise.” Student six added, “My ideas were clearer and
more organized when I brainstormed in English and wrote in English.” And student three
stated, “I do not have to translate so my ideas are more concise.” Therefore, even though
scores indicate that students did better on Task 1, brainstorming in the L1 and writing in
the L2, they felt more confident of their writings and ideas on Task 2, brainstorming in
the L2 and writing in the L2.
As previously discussed, a total of four out of six students scored better on Task 1
than on Task 2. The two students who scored better on Task 2 were students two and
five. While discussion of the four students who scored better on Task 1 seems
straightforward, the issue that two students scored better on Task 2 needs more
explanation. It is important to note that various studies have shown that students
“…create more effective texts when they are able to plan in the language related to the
acquisition of knowledge on the topic area” (Freidlander, 1990, p. 112). Therefore, topic
familiarity may have played a role in students’ writing production.
In their post-study questionnaire, student two and student five offered similar
reflections about their writing, their struggles, and their opinion of Task 1. Student two
stated, “The questions on the test were in English, so it was confusing for me when I had
to brainstorm in Spanish because I was already thinking in English.” Student five adds,
“…the topic in Spanish (Task 1) was more difficult…I didn’t have as many ideas.”
These thoughts shared by the two students offer some insight into why they may have
scored lower on Task 1 than on Task 2. While student two found that it was hard to think
in the L1 because the questions were written in the L2, student five found the topic itself
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more problematic. In reality, both difficulties may have lent themselves to lower scores
on Task 1.
Discussion of Results
The two questions that the results from this study sought to address were: (1) At
different levels of L2 language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under
timed conditions when students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use
only the L2? (2) What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1
and L2 use under timed writing conditions?
After studying the data, the two assessment tools revealed that, in general,
students at both levels performed better on Task 1 than on Task 2. The results also
revealed that, despite better performance on Task 1, students at both levels preferred Task
2 over Task 1. It must be mentioned, however, that the overall student scores showed
minimal point differences between Task 1 and Task 2, making it hard to claim statistical
significance. So, in this particular case, the only claim that can be made is that on this
occasion four out of six students had higher overall scores on Task 1 than on Task 2.
The following chapter will summarize what was learned through the study, revisit
the literature review, consider possible implications and limitations of the study and its
findings, and recommend future research projects.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION

In this study, the questions that were answered were: (1) At different levels of L2
language proficiency, is higher academic writing produced under timed conditions when
students use a combination of the L1 and L2 or when students use only the L2?
(2) What do students consider to be the advantages and disadvantages of L1 and L2 use
under timed writing conditions?
This chapter will summarize what was learned through this study, revisit the
literature review, consider possible implications and limitations of the study and its
findings, and share ideas for improvements and future research.
The goal in doing this research was to better understand students’ use of their first
and second languages while thinking and writing in their second language. This goal was
driven by the desire to help students find strategies to improve their writing scores on
high-stakes, timed writing exams, which can often influence a student’s future. The
study consisted of six Mexican university students who were all taking writing courses in
the Teaching English as a Foreign Language program, a program that may soon require
its students to take the TOEFL timed test in order to graduate from the language school.
Thus, the participants who volunteered for this study were the exact group of students
that this research aims to better understand, a group of students that, in order to be
successful, will need to be more aware of their language use and their own best methods
for writing under timed conditions in their L1 and L2.
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Study Summary
After completing the study, the results appear to show that there are some
contradictions between student writing results and student thoughts about L1 and L2
language use. While the data show that four out of six students performed better on Task
1, brainstorming in Spanish (L1) and writing in English (L2), all six participants
preferred Task 2, brainstorming in English (L2) and writing in English. This preference
was given for many of the same reasons such as more precise thoughts, better
organization, and no translating between languages.
Nonetheless, the most significant realization of this study is the importance for
each student to be aware of his or her language use and the choice of writing methods
that work best for him or her. Ultimately, it is language awareness, choice of method,
and development of individual strategies that help students develop their skills and
improve their writing under timed conditions.
Limitations and Recommendations
The main limitation of this study is the relatively small number of participants.
Although there were enough participants to complete the study and analyses, ideally a
study should be conducted with larger numbers of participants, especially because there
is discussion of a significant difference in writing product based on English proficiency
level in past research. Therefore, it is important that future research studies include larger
numbers of participants at a variety of proficiency levels.
Another limitation of this study was the simple analysis of overall writing scores.
In the future, it would be beneficial to take a closer look at the specific areas of writing
found in a well-written essay outlined by the ESL Composition Profile rubric. If the data
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were more closely analyzed in regards to specific skills, it might allow for a better
understanding of particular strengths and weaknesses that students have while using the
L1 or L2. If these strengths and weaknesses could be identified, it might help students
decide when or how to use the L1 or the L2 under timed conditions. Overall, this more
encompassing analysis could provide a bigger picture for understanding the specific areas
and skills that students excelled in on L1 and L2 use.
Finally, while the study attempted to control for level of education, language, and
classes taken through the use of a pre-study participant questionnaire and discussion with
the students’ professors, the participants were still chosen from a group of volunteer
students. Therefore, while the students had all taken the required writing courses, some
had taken the class a year or two previously, while others had recently finished the
course. The difference in exposure to the writing process may have affected their
familiarity and comfort with the writing process expected. In the future, it would make
sense to choose students from specific writing courses to ensure a more common
experience of writing and instruction.
Implications for Instructors
At this time, it should be noted that this study is not recommending that students
in either level, intermediate or advanced, be encouraged or discouraged from using a
combination of their L1 and L2 when preparing for timed writing tests. Results from this
study show that two out of three intermediate students and two out of three advanced
students did better while using a combination of brainstorming in Spanish (L1) and
writing in English (L2). Yet, all six students preferred to write under timed conditions
while brainstorming in English (L2) and writing in English (L2). Despite the
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contradiction between the data and opinions, it is important to recognize that the ways in
which students write are based on their choice, so teachers may want to work on building
student awareness of writing strategies in order to enhance the skills that each student
prefers to use. By helping to build this awareness, students will be able to maximize their
use of the methods and strategies they feel most comfortable with.
As a teacher, it is important to keep a balanced use of language in the classroom.
Writers use their L1 and L2 for a wide variety of purposes when writing in the L2,
purposes which include planning, generating ideas, and solving linguistic issues
(Freidlander, 1990; Uzawa, 1996; Woodall, 2002). If a student finds it beneficial to use
both the L1 and L2 while writing under timed conditions, then a teacher may want to help
that student find ways to enhance his or her skill in using both languages. As some
studies show, the use of the L1 during L2 writing can be beneficial but not in all
situations and not for all writers (Brooks-Carson & Cohen, 2001). As a result, students
must be aware of their own strengths and weaknesses when writing and using the L1 and
the L2. Regardless of student or teacher choice of writing under timed conditions, it is
imperative to remember that the findings of this study are not definitive and, as can be
seen by the limitations described, more research is needed in this area.
As language expectations continue to increase, timed test results can dictate the
direction of a student’s education and career. Standardized assessments will never
disappear, and with the importance currently given to them, there is a need to help
students develop their best writing skills for timed conditions (Pappamihiel et. al., 2008).
As noted, within the field of bilingual education, educators have acknowledged
the benefit of native language use for many years (Moll & Gonzalez, 1994). However,
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there has not been a wealth of research on the specific benefits of L1 use under timed
writing conditions for English Learners. This study is a step to learning more about how
English Learners may choose to use the L1while writing under timed conditions. It is
hoped that this study will provide a few insights into English Learners use of the L1 and
L2 under timed writing conditions and that this study will spur others to explore this topic
further.

APPENDIX A

Pre-Study Questionnaire

Pre-Study Participant Questionnaire – English
1. Age:_________________________
2. Gender:___________________________
3. Number of years total of English studied:__________________________
4. Number of University semesters of English completed:_________________________
5. Indicate the language that you consider to be your native language:________________

6. In English, please rate your ability to write a term paper for a course:
1 = poor
2 = fair
3 = good
4 = very good

5 = excellent

7. In English, please rate your ability to speak informally with friends:
1 = poor
2 = fair
3 = good
4 = very good

5 = excellent

8. In English, please rate your ability to give a talk on an academic paper:
1 = poor
2 = fair
3 = good
4 = very good
5 = excellent

9. In English, please rate your ability to understand a movie with fast-moving and
sometimes technical vocabulary
1 = poor
2 = fair
3 = good
4 = very good
5 = excellent

Pre-Study Participant Questionnaire – Spanish

1. Edad:_________________________
2. Sexo:___________________________
3. El número de años total que ha estudiado inglés: ________________________
4. El número de semestres de inglés completado en la Universidad: _________________
5. Indique el idioma que considera su lengua primaria: ___________________
6. En inglés, por favor marque su habilidad de escribir un ensayo para un curso:
1 = pobre
2 = más o menos
3 = bueno
4 = muy bueno
5 = excelente

7. En inglés, por favor marque su habilidad de hablar informalmente con amigos:
1 = pobre
2 = más o menos
3 = bueno
4 = muy bueno
5 = excelente

8. En inglés, por favor marque su habilidad de hablar sobre un documento académico:
1 = pobre
2 = más o menos
3 = bueno
4 = muy bueno
5 = excelente

9. En inglés, por favor marque su habilidad para entender una película con
conversaciones rápidas y a veces técnicas:
1 = pobre
2 = más o menos
3 = bueno
4 = muy bueno
5 = excelente

APPENDIX B

TOEFL Questions
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TOEFL Practice Questions

Task 1 Question: A company has announced that it wishes to build a large factory near
your community. Discuss the advantages and disadvantages of this new influence on
your community. Do you support or oppose the factory? Explain your position.

Task 2 Question: Some people think that they can learn better by themselves than with a
teacher. Others think that it is always better to have a teacher. Which do you prefer?
Explain your position.

APPENDIX C

ESL Composition Profile

ESL Composition Profile Rubric
McNamara, T. (2000). Language testing. New York: Oxford University Press.
Content:
30-27: Excellent to Very Good: Substantive range of topic discussed, thorough
development of thesis, relevant to assigned topic
26-22: Good to Average: Adequate range of topic discussed, limited
development of thesis, mostly relevant to topic, lacks detail
21-17: Fair to Poor: Limited range of topic discussion, little substance, inadequate
development of topic
16-13: Very Poor: Does not show range of topic discussion, nonsubstantive, not
pertinent, or not enough to evaluate

Organization:
20-18: Excellent to Very Good: Fluent expression, ideas clearly stated and
supported, succinct, well organized, logical sequencing, cohesive
17-14: Good to Average: Somewhat choppy, loosely organized but main ideas stand
out, limited support, logical but incomplete sequencing
13-10: Fair to Poor: Nonfluent, ideas confused or disconnected, lacks logical
sequencing and development
9-7: Very Poor: Does not communicate, no organization or not enough to evaluate

Vocabulary:
20-18: Excellent to Very Good: Wide range, effective word or idiom choice and
usage, word form mastery, appropriate register
17-14: Good to Average: Adequate range; occasional errors of word or idiom form,
choice, usage; but meaning not obscured
13-10: Fair to Poor: Limited range; frequent errors of word or idiom form, choice,
usage; meaning confused or obscured

9-7: Very Poor: Essentially translation; little knowledge of English vocabulary,
idioms, word forms; or not enough to evaluate

Language Use:
25-22: Excellent to Very Good: Effective complex constructions; few errors in
agreement, tense, number, word order or function, articles, pronouns,
prepositions
21-18: Good to Average: Effective but simple construction; minor problems in
complex constructions; several errors of agreement, tense, number, word
order or function, articles, pronouns, prepositions; but meaning seldom
obscured
17-11: Fair to Poor: Major problems in simple and complex constructions; frequent
errors of negation, agreement, tense, number, word order or function, articles,
pronouns, prepositions; sentence fragments, run-ons, deletions; meaning
confused or obscured
10-5: Very Poor: Virtually no mastery of sentence construction rules, dominated by
errors, does not communicate, or not enough to evaluate

Mechanics:
5: Excellent to Very Good: Demonstrates mastery of conventions; few errors of
spelling, punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing
4: Good to Average: Occasional errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization,
paragraphing, but meaning not obscured
3: Fair to Poor: Frequent errors of spelling, punctuation, capitalization,
paragraphing; meaning confused or obscured
2: Very Poor: No mastery of conventions; dominated by errors of spelling,
punctuation, capitalization, paragraphing; or not enough to evaluate

APPENDIX D

Post-Study Questionnaire

Post-Study Participant Questionnaire – English
Please compare your experience of brainstorming in Spanish and writing in English, and
brainstorming in English and writing in English.
1. What aspects did you like about brainstorming in Spanish and then writing in
English? What advantages did you see to this approach to producing a wellwritten essay?
2. What aspects did you not like?

3. What aspects did you like about brainstorming in English and writing in English?
What advantages did you see to writing immediately in English?

4. What aspects did you not like?
5. Which way do you prefer to write -- brainstorm Spanish write in English or
brainstorm English write in English? Why?

6. Do you have any other points you would like to make about the writing tasks we
gave you?

Thank you so much for your participation in this study.

Post-Study Participant Questionnaire – Spanish

Compare sus experiencias de pensar en español y escribir en inglés y pensar en inglés y
escribir en inglés.
1. ¿Cuáles son los aspectos positivos de hacer una lluvia de ideas en español antes
de escribir en inglés? ¿Cuáles son las ventajas de escribir en esta forma para crear
un ensayo bien escrito?

2. ¿Cuáles son los aspectos negativos?

3. ¿Cuáles son los aspectos positivos de hacer una lluvia de ideas en inglés antes de
escribir en inglés? ¿Cuáles son las ventajas de escribir en esta forma para crear un
ensayo bien escrito?

4. ¿Cuáles son los aspectos negativos?

5. ¿En qué forma prefiere escribir? ¿Prefiere hacer una lluvia de ideas en español
antes de escribir en inglés o una lluvia de ideas en inglés antes de escribir en
inglés?

6. ¿Tiene otras ideas que le gustaría compartir en cuanto a los ensayos y los
idiomas?

¡Muchas gracias a todos por su participación en este estudio!
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