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1. Introduction of Prewriting Activities

With the globalization of academia and research,
where English is entrenched as the common language
of communication, second language (L2) learners of
English have more opportunities, and demands, to write
English papers. As a matter of fact, more than 95% of
published research papers in the scientific field was written
in English (Nederhof, 2006). In such academic research
environments, written communication has been reasonably
considered as one of the most workable skills (Matsuda,
2010). In that context, the Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science and Technology (MEXT) required higher
education institutions to develop students’ English language
skills necessary to achieve at academic study or research.
Specifically, it has emphasized reforms such as super
science high schools and the top global university project.
In accordance with the government-led reforms, the development
of L2 writing proficiency has been more stressed in the field
of English education. In spite of such attempts, Japanese
EFL (English as a Foreign Language) students have not
improved their writing skills much. Yomiuri Shimbun
(2015) states that a 2015 survey conducted by the MEXT
found that 80% of third year high school students had

writing skills equivalent to that of students at the junior

etk BT A T4 NGB, 7Oy 27N ER]

A=A FN

IH\[I

high school level. It can thus be assumed that university
level students have a similarly low writing proficiency
level. In fact, looking at the L2 texts of university level
students, it is clear that the main points of argument in
their writing compositions are not comprehensible due to
missing information or incoherent sentences (Tsuji, 2016).
As students do not know what to discuss in a paper and
how to organize the arguments, they write what comes to
mind without organizing thoughts or arguments (Yoda,
2012). Since writing is the complicated set of mental
processes according to McLaughlin (1987, cited in Rao,
2007), writers need to logically organize their critical
thoughts and arguments prior to the start of their writing
texts. Lally (2000) regards the pre-writing or idea-generation
stage as an essential component of process-oriented writing
instruction. Kellogg’s 1990 study put emphasis on the importance
of the role of pre-writing strategies for the production of
higher-level writings. The author, an instructor of Project-
based English Program (PEP), therefore, turned to a process-
focused instruction, and introduced prewriting activities to
her actual classrooms in a pilot study. There are many types
of prewriting activities. The prewriting activity entails a core
writing task in which students identify key concepts, a

logical order, and an organizational structure for writing an
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academic paper. To effectively initiate the activities, two
worksheets are uniquely constructed: the what-to-write and
how-to-write worksheets. The prewriting activities' would
provide students with an opportunity to reflect what to write

or discuss in a paper and how to organize the ideas/arguments.

2. The Study
2.1. Aims

This preliminary classroom study aims to examine the
efficacy of the prewriting activity on students’ perceived
learning. The activities are conducted solely on the section
of introduction for this study. Most of students’ texts fail to
clearly state the project purpose/research question (RQ) in
the introductory (Tsuji, 2016). Moreover, the descriptions
of the background/current issues do not logically flow into
the RQ. Students did not understand how to properly write
an introductory paragraph due to a lack of instruction.

Therefore, the author focused on providing students with

training in this area. The primary purpose for the study

is to help students’ cognitive process for a better writing

performance, and evaluate the prewriting process in a

Japanese EFL pedagogical context. The study addresses the

following two research questions.

(1) Does the prewriting activity influence the development
of students’ attitude to consider what to write/discuss
in the introductory paragraph and how to organize the
arguments in the paragraph?

(2) What are the students’ perceived learning through the
prewriting process?

The first examination is related to the impact of the
activities on students’ perceived learning, and the second seeks

to identify their perceived achievements through the process.

2.2. Participating students

The subjects were 80 sophomores in the College of
Life Sciences and Pharmaceutical Sciences. They enrolled
in the Project English 3 (P3) during the spring semester of
2016 at a large private university in western Japan. Students
who registered this course were required to have taken P1
and P2 during the previous semesters. The P1 course adapts
the aspects of EGP (English for General Purposes) focusing
on applications in general situations, while the P2 gradually
introduces the practice of EAP (English for Academic
Purposes). Over the period of the two preceding courses,

they were assigned weekly writing assignments on a wide

variety topic related to their interests or researches. Due to
the PEP learning environment where the development of
fluency is much more emphasized than the achievement of
surface-level accuracy, the students are open to writing L2
texts. All participants had never experienced the prewriting

activities of this study.

2.3. Contexts

The P3 is a required undergraduate-level language class.
It largely integrates the aspects of EAP for the development
of students’ English language skills required to achieve at
academic study. The course had 15 classes in total. Students
were required to bring their laptop computers at every class.
Each class was 90 minutes. While the P3 had some major
projects regarding academic debates and panel discussions,
this study focused on the prewriting process for the
introductory section. The process required three 90-minute
classes to implement the following three activities: 1) the
what-to-write (WW) activity 2) the how-to-write (HW)
activity 3) the group collaborative-writing activity. The
participants were provided with two worksheets as aids to
learning: the WW worksheet (See appendix A), and the HW
worksheet (See appendix B).

The instructor employed team-based learning as an
instructional approach to L2 writing based on the Michaelsen’s
2002 statement: the team-based learning prompts students
to take responsibility for their own and their peers’ learning,
which leads to the enhancement of students learning quality.
The 80 participants were, therefore, randomly divided into
18 groups, with four or five students each. Students were
assigned group collaborative writing on a research: students
in a group created a written project together as a team.
Specifically, a group planned and outlined the writing task
together, one member wrote the draft of the assigned 350-
word paragraph, and all group members revised the draft.
In the final phase, all of the assigned parts were put together
to produce one completed paper. Each group submitted the

finalized paper at the end of the course.

3. Two Support Materials for Prewriting Activities
3.1. The what-to-write worksheet

The what-to-write (WW) worksheet aims to enhance
students’ discussions to sharpen their arguments. Students
determine what to write/discuss in the introductory prior
to the start of their writing texts. The WW worksheet is



divided into two sections: 1) The section A of determining
a research question (RQ), and considering the reasons why
the RQ is decided. 2) The section B of elaborating the
statements of the section A with more required details.

The section A is for the establishment of the straight-
line logic in the paragraph. This section requires the
students to clearly state a RQ, and demonstrate why the RQ
warrants research. Students are required to keep considering
the why of situations or happenings until they can reach
the persuasive answer responding to the question of why
the RQ should be investigated. Putting in another way, the
answers to Q2 in the WW worksheet should logically flow
into the answer to Q3. The answer to Q3 should smoothly
go into the answer to Q4. This why-questioning activity
helps students logically establish the main thread of the
arguments (Yoda, 2012). The descriptions in the section A
can be an indicator of whether students’ ideas/arguments
maintain a story integrity.

The section B plays an important role in the shaping
of the main threads described in the section A. Students
flesh out the statements in the section A with missing
S5W1H information: They elaborate the main threads by
incorporating some required details regarding the who, what,
when, where, why and how of the situations/happenings.
This 5Ws and 1H approach’ is one of the effective writing
methodologies to help writers avoid missing important
details in reports and academic papers (Regoniel, 2012).
The required details include some appropriate reference,
data, or concrete examples. The detailed information should
draw reasonable connections with the statements in the

section A in order to maintain a consistency.

3.2 The how-to-write worksheet

The how-to-write (HW) worksheet aims to develop
students’ understanding about academic writing formats,
and encourage students to construct the easy-to-understand
structure. The writers of academic papers should be responsible
for organizing their arguments in a logical flow so that the
audience can easily follow and understand the contents. The
participants are asked to fill the HW worksheet in the same
order as the elements stated in the introductory framework

shown in Figure 1.
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[Introductory paragraph]
1) Introduce the general topic and discuss current issues
using appropriate reference/data.
2) Clearly state the purpose of the project and demonstrate
how it will address current issues.
3) Describe the research methodology and organization of
the term paper.

Figure 1 The introductory framework

Tsuji (2016) constructed the framework of the course
paper, inspired by Suzuki (2014). The introduction needs to
communicate at least the following three elements. Students
start with introducing the backgrounds of current issues, and
then logically and reasonably narrow down on the statement
of the RQ. Appropriate evidence for the current issues
should be clearly described. After the explicit RQ statement,
students should clarify what research methodology to use,

and how to organize the entire paper.

4. Procedure of the Prewriting Activities

Each prewriting-activity class began with clear guidance
on how to conduct the activity. The instructor clearly stated
the importance of the prewriting session, and explained
the appropriate way to use the worksheets. As none of the
participants had experienced such an activity prior to this
study, a teacher assistant was indispensable for the fruitful
accomplishment (Min, 2005).

The prewriting activities for constructing argumentative
writings required three classes: 1) The group activity for
considering what to write/discuss in the introduction. 2) The
group activity for considering how to organize the ideas or
arguments in the section. 3) The group activity for writing
the introduction.

After thorough consideration of what to write and how
to write, students moved towards the collaborative writing.
Each activity required 90 minutes.

(1) The what-to-write activity

The participants hold a group discussion’ to determine
a RQ: they shared their interests or concerns related to
their daily life or happenings around them, found the
research area which all group members were interested in,
and identified their research theme. They were given 30
minutes to decide a RQ, and verbalized the reasons why the
RQ would warrant research. After the discussion, students

shared their RQ and the reasons for the decision with the
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whole class, and received some constructive feedback.
The instructor explained how to use the WW worksheet
for about 15 minutes, and asked students to work on the
worksheet for about 45 minutes. Firstly, students worked on
section A: They filled the answers to Q1-Q4. In the case that
the answer to Q4 was not a specific reason to investigate
the research, students went back to Q2 and did it over from
answering to Q2. On the contrary, in the case that the answer
to Q3 was reasonable and persuasive enough to understand
why the RQ should be examined, students stopped the
section A at Q3. After having completed the section A,
students moved on the section B. Lastly, students checked
whether the straight-line logic was established. In case of

inconsistency in the contents, they tapped fresh ideas to

have a linkage with the previous or following statements.
All groups were required to write the worksheet in
Japanese® since the native language is the fundament for
logical and creative thinking (Yamamoto, 2016). Table 1
presents an example of students’ collaborative activity for
the WW worksheet. With minimal supervision of the instructor,
this group constructed the most comprehensible WW worksheet
of all groups. The RQ for this group is whether or not Artificial
Intelligence (AI) should be further developed in the world.
The instructor slightly fine-tuned their completed version
at the word level to make it the sample WW worksheet for
other students. This small modification was judged adequate
not to disturb students’ original version. This example

illustrates how the students worked on the WW activity.

Table 1 The example of students’ collaborative work on the WW worksheet

Section A: Constantly considering the reason for the

situation/happening

Section B: Elaborating the Section A: Incorporating missing
5W1H details

Q1. What is your RQ?
Your answer: N LHIREDSH%4 5585 DL RED T )?

NLHEDES  AHERUAREZ I Y a—y— L THBT 27
DDOFHT

Q2. Why did you focus on this RQ?

Your answer:

AR T NTHBED R FEFSHRIEA TS, ALIZSRR
b DEIGI R 5.2 HIIE o T\ Wb, SR fEiEA
IFENTND,

AN LSO HIREER S o7z N LABEDBL : 77— 7 VsBA S L7
AlphaGo &) N THIFEAS 2016 4E (2 [E o 7 0 P+ 12 DU B
— -7,

—WLE L/ NHOROIFEZE BTz A TAIRE (ARIED
HEezFeo) HHBIL,

— BRIy 2R AL fGET 2B EEN D,

Q3. Why did the answer to Q2 happen?

Your answer:

W - NIRRT B R IR DIE 2 &2 L DF Hd
%o

el NTHRRIZEHO 2720, ISR SN A EmR
DB 5,

= RQ: RHZFFEHEDTH DA ?
COZOOMMAEEFL 7292 TN THEED R FEDZEIEITOWT
Yok BAl G A&7,

NTHIREDRFEZED DI T L, LA, HlkERio7)2
THW3 2ZE2KE)72,

WREO B AP 1815 4L 1X Wordsmith &IIEI 5 HE) SCEAER A
THIREEHE AL ze ZAUZED ORI RL FH AT AL
T 330 A5 4400 RETHE RIFHNLI o7z, 72, IBM
DFFEL72 NLHIBET M > 38 KRR E 55w LD D HRE TR
BELORFERDERE 6 2% o170

fa R O Fl : DeepMind @ 3L [7] Bl 3 & Td % Shane Legg H° A\ L
MBEDfERMEE RS, [727/00 =2 NEIZBIEESN7259,
ANLHRX S WA T—FERRAFAETS] Ay I AT 5 — R
@ Carl Benedikt Frey & Michael A. Osborne I3 [The Future
of Employment: How Susceptible are Job to Computerization
(2013) ] EWVIHFRLOH T 10~20 FFEHEDOHICT AV A DR O
47%D N THIBBICE DN A ET L7,

(2) The how-to-write activity

As the subsequent activity, students were encouraged to
rearrange their ideas/arguments aligned with the introductory
framework shown in Figure 1. The activity promoted
students’ understanding on writing formats. The instructor
explained how to do with the HW worksheet for about

10 minutes. Then, students started to write down their

arguments on the HW worksheet for about 40 minutes.
After that, they read the proofs of the worksheet for
approximately 40 minutes. All groups were required to
critically check whether the arguments were reordered in
an explicit and logical flow. If any implicit or illogical parts
were found in the worksheet, students needed to consider

how to do a rewrite of the parts.



Table 2 presents an example of students’ collaborative

activity for the HW worksheet. It was created by the same
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group as the WW worksheet shown in Table 1. This example

illustrates how the students worked on the HW activity.

Table 2 The example of students’ collaborative work on the HW worksheet

Reorganizing the arguments

Your arguments

1. The reason for choosing the RQ
(No. 2 in the WW worksheet)

PR o T N LABED RIS EGRIZHEA TV S, AL TSR DEIGIHE L5 2 1L
%oC\% (B AlphaGo) o Z<DIFFLERAHEN TS,

2. No. 3 in the WW worksheet

e - N8R 57 BB R R DIG 8 2 DR Hh3d 5o

(1 : AP sBIE#LE IBM OFF)

et N THIBEIZEHOWSEE 72D, 8RS NLERED S5,
(Shane Legg &M ffidta mIz)

3. The statement of RQ
(No. 1 in the WW worksheet)

NTIHBEDES DR MED HREH AP
NHORR TELNLNIUZET HE DN SHNT 2P S5E) o T»?

4. The research methodology and

text organization

TOOREEERL 7292 TALHRED BIFEDRIEIZ DN TH oL BRI E AT A&, K
Tl R TREZFMRT—5EZT T BRES T OE 2 &b~ 5,
Rin@® BRER N, EEGH CHROBEE SR SN T L,
(B JEOIENENE B2 ORI 25 SR AT AT 1 55)
K@ AR Al DSABIOBE A2 I W B (NSl KIS REM) 7%
LIEEFEDL. (Bl Al DN T - AL EEDND)
R PO B AT ABEBL2, ABOAEEEE T HEEIRD D%,
(Fp1 a7 T gEh o N TATREAR Y Mk P L 725544

Note. In this HW worksheet, No.1-3 indicate the answers to Q1-3 in the WW worksheet.

(3) The group collaborative-writing activity

Based upon the two worksheets composed by all
group members, one team member prepared the draft of
the 350-word introduction as a representative prior to this
activity. During the class, the draft was shared with the
group members through manaba course’, a cloud-based
educational support system. Students were allotted 60
minutes for the revision. All group members examined whether
the arguments in the draft were easily and understandably
structured to the audience. They discussed the parts to be
improved, and the representative revised the draft based on
their opinions.

Next, the activity moved on to the 30-minute surface-
level corrections such as grammar, word-choice, or
punctuation. Students were required to thoroughly consider
the subtle nuance of linguistic meanings. The contextually
appropriate usage of words was emphasized in order not
to mislead the audience. The completed writing tasks were
submitted to manaba at the end of the class, or any time

prior to the next class.

5. Data Collection Procedure
The pre- and post- web-based questionnaires were

administered during the course. Before introducing the

prewriting activities, the learners were asked to evaluate

themselves. Of several questions in the questionnaire, the

author focused on the following five inquiries for this study.

(1) When you construct an introductory paragraph, do you
gather the main thread of the arguments?

(2) Do you consider why you direct your eyes on the RQ?

(3) Do you consider why the RQ warrants research?

(4) Do you describe the SW1H detailed information?

(5) Do you consider the academic writing formats of the
introductory paragraph?

The first four questions are associated to the influence
of the WW worksheet on students’ perceived learning, and
the last one examines the influence of the HW worksheet.
The instructor facilitated students’ response by explaining
the meaning from the questionings, which avoided students’
misunderstanding.

After having experienced all the activities, the participants
were asked to evaluate themselves during and after the
process from the same viewpoints as the pre-questionnaire.
All questionnaire items were requested to respond on a five-
point scale (5 = quite positive, 4 = somewhat positive, 3 =
average, 2 = somewhat negative, 1 = quite negative).

The following inquiry was added for the post-questionnaire:

did the prewriting process influence your learning? This
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was the yes-or-no question. Students who answered yes
were asked to briefly describe their perceived learning or

achievements through the process.

6. Results and Discussion
6.1. The pre- and post- web-based questionnaires

The average mean for each pre and post-questionnaire
across the five inquiries are provided in Table 3. Standard
Deviations (SD) are shown in parentheses. The outcomes
of questionnaires revealed significant differences in the
average mean prior to the prewriting process and following
the process. To assess the efficacy of the intervention, a
paired-samples ¢ test was conducted to evaluate whether the
intervention of the prewriting activities would result in a
more positive students’ perceived learning. The results can
be also found in Table 3.

The results revealed that the treatment had a large impact
on the students’ perceptions in each item. They can be
interpreted as follows: 1) The WW activity provided the
participants with an opportunity to gather the main thread
of the arguments. 2) The WW activity encouraged students
to consider why the RQ was focused on, and why the RQ
warranted research. 3) The WW activity developed students’
understanding on the importance of SW1H details. 4) The
HW activity promoted students to consider the writing
formats. Therefore, the author concluded that the prewriting
activities did enhance students’ attitude to consider what to
write/discuss in the introduction and how to organize the

ideas/arguments in the section.

6.2. Brief description of students’ perceived
achievement
The participants were primarily asked about the most
perceived achievements through the process. When the

80 participants were asked whether the prewriting process

influenced their learning, 92.5% of the participants (n = 74)
answered yes. The vast majority of the respondents (n =
74) perceived the positive influences of the prewriting
activities on their learning. The participants’ perceptions
described in the post-questionnaires are classified according
to the keywords. The keywords are presented in descending
order of frequency as follows: 1) a straight-line logic 2) the
consideration of the why 3) SW1H 4) objective perspectives
5) communicative competence 6) a linkage 7) text organization
8) explanation of abstract words. The author highlights each
of the aforementioned keywords in students’ postings, and
counts the number of students having used each keyword.
Some respondents gave multiple answers, although they
were asked to provide only one answer. Looking at the context
in which each keyword was used, the author noticed that
students used the keywords in similar contexts. Therefore,
she has summarized how the students generally used each
keyword in Table 4. The author divides students’ perceived
achievements into the following four categories: the WW
activity, the HW activity, collaborative writing activity, and
unspecific. These categories illustrate the aspects of the
prewriting process that students were most influenced by.
The WW activity most influenced students’ perceived
learning. Participants’ fundamental perceived achievements
acquired through the WW activity were to establish a
straight-line logic in the arguments (n = 24), develop
the attitude of considering the why (n = 16), explain the
arguments with more SW1H details (n = 13), and establish
a linkage between the sentences (n = 8). The HW activity
contributed to students’ consideration of organizational
structure (n = 4). Due to the collaborative learning activity
that centered on the prewriting discussions with group
members, students developed diverse perspectives on the
specific matter (n = 11), and the communicative ability to

convey information to others (n =9).

Table 3 Results of the pre- and post- web-based questionnaires (N = 80)

Pre Post
t-value
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Q1: Establishing the main threads 2.65(0.93) 4.41 (0.65) 14.57
Q2: Considering why the RQ is focused on 2.43 (0.82) 4.35(0.62) 17.60
Q3: Considering why the RQ warrants research 2.28 (0.86) 4.39 (0.63) 17.90
Q4: Describing the 5SW1H details 2.26 (0.95) 4.25(0.63) 16.04
Q5: Considering the writing formats 2.28 (0.87) 3.96 (0.63) 15.68
p<.01
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Table 4 Students’ perceptions on the developed achievements
AA DF Students’ perceived achievement N
Section A Establishment of a straight-line logic in arguments 24
(Why) Development of the attitude of considering the why 16
WW activity ) Further explanation with SW1H details 13
(Sse\%llo ;II)B Establishment of a linkage between the sentences 8
Explanation/Definition of abstract words 3
HW activity Considering Consideration of overall text structure 4
the formats
Collaborative Discussion  Development of scientific/objective perspectives 11
writing activity ~ with peers Improvement of a communicative skill 9
Establishing a consistency between written scripts and presentation slides 1
Unspecific N/A Organizing ideas firstly in Japanese, secondly in English 1
Usage of reliable and persuasive evidences 1

Note. AA = Affecting activity DF = Direct Factor

7. Pedagogical Implications

The vast majority of the participants in this study
perceived some positive influences of the process on their
learning. Especially, the WW activity helps students learn
about the fundamentals of an academic paper. The development
of the attitude to consider the why was the direct product
of the section A in the WW worksheet, which constantly
asked students the why of situations or happenings. As the
secondary effect of the why-questioning activity, the 24
students perceived the establishment of a straight-line logic
as one of their fundamental achievements. The answers in
response to the why ultimately created the main thread of
the arguments.

The section B asked students to elaborate the information
of section A. It basically asked students to incorporate missing
SWI1H information. The 13 students’ perceived the further
SWI1H explanation as their achievement. It was the direct
efficacy of the section B activity. Since the further SW1H
description filled the information gaps to some degree,
the audience attracted less attention for further inquiry
regarding the 5Ws and 1H. The activity of incorporating
missing SW1H information resulted in heightening a
linkage with the previous or following statements. On
reflection, the formation of a linkage was the secondary
effect of the section B activity.

Lastly, the collaborative learning environment encouraged
students to have discussions with group members during
the activities. This pedagogical environment promoted
objectivity in students’ perspectives and developed their

communicative skills.

The prewriting process activated students’ ability to
think more analytically and critically. It ultimately renewed
students’ focus on the fundamentals of an academic paper:
the importance of establishing an argumentation with logical
flow, and of strengthening the linkage between sentences.
Therefore, the author concludes that the prewriting activities
did enhance students’ learning.

Students’ perceived benefits in the process, however,
did not necessarily guarantee the production of higher-level
revisions. While the prewriting activities have a possibility
to improve students’ writing quality (Kellogg, 1990), this
study did not include an examination of how the activities
influenced the participants’ revised texts. Keeping in mind
the fact that this study only examined the influences of the
prewriting activities on students’ perceived learning, future
research will include an examination of students’ writing
quality. The author hopes that both studies on the prewriting
activities will make a promising contribution to Japanese
EFL education.

Note

' The prewriting activities did not put much emphasis on the
development of fluency or accuracy, but the achievement
of mutual intelligibility between student-writers and the
audience. The success of mutual intelligibly is required for
a productive communication.

> While Regoniel (2012) states that the SWs refer to the
what, when, where, who and why of an incident and the 1H
is the How of that event, the SW1H in this paper includes not

only the 5Ws and 1H but any interrogative questions such
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as in terms of what, in what way, how long, and how much.
* The group discussion during the activities was emphasized
based on Shi’s 1998 study. Her study highlights the positive
affect of prewriting discussion on the quality of students’
writings.

* After having completed the Japanese-versioned worksheet,
the participants were asked to translate it into English. When
they did this extra work as an out-of-class group activity, their
motivation and initiative earned them additional credit.
Only a few groups submitted English-versioned worksheets.
* The instructor frequently used this learning management

system as a tool to enhance the students’ learning.
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Appendix A
The what-to-write worksheet
Section A: Constantly considering the reasons for the Section B: Elaborating the Section A: Incorporating missing
situation/happening * SWIH details **

Q1. What is your research question (RQ)?

Your answer:

Q2. Why did you focus on this RQ?

Your answer:

Q3. Why did the answer to Q2 happen?

Your answer:

Q4. Why did the answer to Q3 happen?

Your answer:

* Please continue to ask the why of situation/happenings until the answer suggests that RQ is meaningful to be examined for a certain field
or people.
** SW1H required details includes the description of appropriate reference/data/examples.

Appendix B

The how-to-write worksheet

Reorganizing the arguments Your arguments

1. The reason for choosing the RQ
(No. 2* in the WW worksheet)

2. No. 3 in the WW worksheet

3. No. 4 in the WW worksheet

4. The statement of RQ
(No. 1 in the WW worksheet)

5. The research methodology and

text organization

* In this how-to-write worksheet, No.1—4 indicate the answers to Q1—4 in the what-to-write worksheet.
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This article describes an exploratory study investigating the effects of prewriting activities on students’
perceptions of their own learning. The author implemented a process-focused activity in a project-based English
program during the spring semester of 2016, and here discusses the findings of the study. The participating
students were 80 sophomores in the College of Life Sciences and Pharmaceutical Sciences. The students were
provided with two support worksheets to logically organize their critical thoughts and arguments prior to the start
of the writing task. During the process, they conducted a core writing task, in which key concepts and a logical
order were identified, and then developed an organizational structure for writing an academic paper. Web-based
questionnaires, including a free description element, were conducted before and after the prewriting process, in
order to evaluate the participants’ perceived achievements. The results demonstrated that the process had a positive
influence on students’ perceptions of their learning. The author therefore concludes that the prewriting activity did
enhance students’ learning.

This empirical study illustrates that prewriting activity can refocus students’ attention on the fundamentals of
an academic paper: the importance of establishing an argumentation with logical flow, and of strengthening the
linkage between sentences. Furthermore, the process-focused activity improves students’ cognitive processes,
and activates their ability to think analytically. Indeed, said cognitive ability may become a potential resource to
improve their writing in the future. It is therefore suggested that the teaching of argumentative writing should take

a more process-focused approach.

Keywords: Prewriting activity, student perception/achievement, collaborative writing, Project-based English Program



