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Abstract: In English as a foreign language (EFL) writing assessment, evaluating organization
and coherence is not as straightforward as evaluating grammar and vocabulary, and the same is
true for providing feedback to learners. One of the reasons for this is the difficulty of pinpointing
errors in organization and coherence. In this study, English paragraphs written by learners were
visualized as a tree diagram with a web-based annotation tool, allowing us to review the balance
of the paragraph’s structure and identify breaks or anomalies in coherence. The identified breaks
in coherence were analyzed independently by two raters, and grouped according to ideational,
logical, grammatical and lexical, and elemental perspectives. Furthermore, these types were linked
to the taxonomies of two previous studies: the English as a second language (ESL) composition
profile descriptors of Jacobs et al. (1981); and the categories of Cumming et al. (2001, 2002).
The results suggested that there are three main causes hindering coherence, and that these can be
further broken down into 11 subcategories. This study identifies the causes that hinder coherence
in the organization of EFL learners’ paragraph writing, which helps to give a clearer perspective
on writing assessment and allows for more specific feedback to learners. This is expected to benefit

both the learning and teaching of EFL writing.

Keywords: visualization of organization, coherence break/anomaly, descriptors in rating scales
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1. Introduction

The assessment of English performance skills is a subjective process, dependent on the
individual judgment of the raters. However, in order to ensure consistency and reliability in the
evaluation process, it is essential to have clear and defined assessment guidelines that align with
the level of the writers and the specific purpose of the test. In the domain of writing assessment,
there are two principal approaches: holistic scoring; and analytic scoring. Both are generally based
on a rating scale accompanied by a set of descriptors. The former method of assessment provides
a single score to a script by grading it on a scale of evaluation that must be met for each score.
In contrast, the latter method is evaluated on a scale that focuses on each category, for example,
content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics (Jacobs et al., 1981), or those of Weir
(1988) and Hamp-Lyons (1990, 1991) with different breakdowns or labels. Scores are then given
for each category. From the perspective of formative assessment, the latter method of assessment
is considered to be more diagnostic and to provide more useful feedback. This is because it can
diagnose the strengths and weaknesses of the writer in terms of each category. Nevertheless, despite
the use of analytic scoring, each category is, in fact, evaluated holistically. This approach merely
represents a method of assessment consisting of multiple holistic scores. From the perspective
of assisting the learner in revising their draft, this method may not be the most effective. In other
words, while presenting a feedback sheet with a checklist of descriptors that form the basis for
scoring would resolve a large part of the problem, it is not a complete solution when it comes to
learners making revisions in process writing. What will be a more effective approach is a qualitative
assessment that allows for more individual observation and identification of specific issues.

The process of having an annotator analyze the product of a paragraph writing task by an
English as a foreign language (EFL) learner using a web annotation tool —the Tool for Interactive
Argument Annotation (TIARA; Putra et al., 2020), makes it easier to find breaks in structure and
coherence. By segmenting the writing product at the sentence level and making the connections
between sentences explicit, it is possible to visualize the overall structure of the paragraph, as
well as to point out any connections that are problematic. Furthermore, by tagging each sentence
with element labels, the presence or absence of necessary elements and whether they appear in the
appropriate positions can be checked. This qualitative analysis can be visualized as a tree diagram
and shared with the EFL learner, which can be a rich source of feedback.

In this study, the data obtained from the analysis of the rhetorical problems in paragraph
structure using an annotation tool was compiled and related to two previous studies: the
descriptors of the ESL composition profile (Jacobs et al., 1981), which is one of the most prevalent
conventional measures of ESL/EFL writing, and the descriptors from the rater’s perspective that
formed the basis for the construction of the test of English as a foreign language (TOEFL) writing
assessment scale (Cumming et al., 2001, 2002).

A taxonomy of elements that impede coherence was constructed based on a total of 100
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coherence anomalies identified in 45 paragraph writing samples produced by 45 EFL learners. This
taxonomy is expected to be beneficial in teaching and learning writing coherence in EFL academic

writing classes.

2. Literature Review

This section will review three areas of prior research. The initial area of focus is the topic of
descriptors of organization or coherence in ESL/EFL writing assessment scales. Subsequently, a
brief overview of research on the identification of anomalies of coherence in ESL/EFL writing will
be presented. Lastly, the function of graphic organizers in fostering comprehension of written texts

will be discussed.

2.1 Descriptors of Coherence in ESL/EFL Writing Rating Scale

The term “coherence” in writing can be defined as “sentences that are arranged in proper
order, seamlessly connected, and in which ideas are presented one after another without stagnation,
both within and between units” (Matsumura, 2023, p. 3). Coherence is regarded as a crucial
attribute of effective writing (e.g., Bamberg, 1984; Wilkinson, 1991) and is frequently perceived
as a challenging aspect to learn and teach in classroom settings. The concept of coherence is also
reflected in the descriptors utilized in the rating scales of large-scale language tests (Matsumura &
Takagi, 2022) . As coherence is often evaluated in terms of degrees of quality rather than absolute
correctness or incorrectness, the descriptions employ adjectives or adverbs such as well-developed,
poorly organized, generally clear, formulaic, or succinct. This fuzziness makes it problematic
to evaluate the organization and coherence of writing, and in turn, to create rating scales. There
are three main ways of designing scale for evaluating writing: intuition-based, theory-based, and
experiment-based (Fulcher, 2003; Knoch, 2009; Matsumura, 2023) . The rating scales used in the
two previous studies referred to in this present work, namely the ESL composition profile (hereafter
referred to as ESL CP) by Jacobs, et al. (1981) and TOEFL 2000' (Cumming et al., 2001, 2002),
were both developed using a theory-based approach. The former, referred to as the “four-skills
model,” was constructed using a simple, generic framework of familiar concepts, while the latter,
termed as “models of decision-making” by expert judges/raters, was developed based on an
analysis of the protocol for the decision-making behavior of judges/raters (Matsumura, 2023) .

The ESL CP is an analytical assessment rubric for English as a second language (ESL) writing
that has been widely used for many years and is particularly well established for use in classroom
writing assessments (e.g., Barkaoui, 2007; Cumming, 2009; Weigle, 2002). The rating scale
is designed to profile an individual’s writing skills with five clearly defined subcategories with
differential weighting, resulting in a total weighting of 100 points: content (30 points) ; organization
(20 points) ; vocabulary (20 points) ; language use (25 points); and mechanics (5 points). Each

category is broken down into four levels with a range of scores — excellent to very good, good to
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average; fair to poor, and very poor — and each level is accompanied by multiple descriptors. The
scale is considered to fulfill ESL/EFL instructors’ need to see evidence in students’ writing quality
from pedagogical emphasis on the ‘process of composing (Cumming, 2009). The “organization”
category is constituted of multiple subcomponents, each of which represents a concept that is
representative of multiple descriptors that are specific evaluation criteria. The subcomponents of
the category are to examine the qualities of the writing, inquiring whether the writing displays the
following characteristics: a fluent expression; a clear articulation of ideas; succinctness; a well-
organized structure; logical sequencing; and a cohesive style.

In TOEFL 2000, Cumming, Kantor, and Powers (2001, 2002) studied the behavior of evaluators
and aspects of essays without specific scoring guidelines. As part of the TOEFL 2000 development
process, a series of studies were conducted to develop and test a descriptive framework of raters’
decision-making processes. As a result of the survey, it was found that evaluators’ decision-
making behavior can be classified into three main foci: Self~monitoring Focus; Rhetorical and
Ideational Focus; and Language Focus. The three foci include two strategies, namely Interpretation
Strategies and Judgment Strategies, which were subsequently subdivided into a number of discrete
decision-making behavioral elements. The strategies were further categorized into 35 distinct
and independent elements. Among them, nine elements of Rhetorical and Ideational Judgment
Strategies and two elements of Language Strategies are addressed in the current study.

The above classification of TOEFL 2000 was developed in an exploratory manner based on
the comments from the parties involved with reference to the raters’ decision-making behavior.
In this approach, the specific descriptors that indicate the concepts of each category are not clearly
presented. Consequently, Matsumura and Takagi (2022) conducted the qualitative study using the
thematic analysis method to define the Rhetorical and Ideational Strategies presented in TOEFL
2000. They endeavored to elucidate the concepts underlying each category by extracting 204
sentence units from the descriptors of seven representative EFL writing scales outlined in Barkaoui
(2007), whose study heavily depends on Cumming et al. (2001, 2002) and classifying them
according to their respective categories. The classification of coherence anomalies in this study also

draws extensively upon the findings of this previous research.

2.2 Identification of Anomalies of Coherence in ESL/EFL Writing

Coherence breaks/anomalies can be defined as “what happens when the reader loses the thread
of the argument while in the process of reading a text attentively” (Wikborg, 1990, p. 133). Knoch
(2007, 2009) discusses coherence breaks/anomalies in the context of topical structure analysis
(hereafter referred to as TSA). Knoch argues that coherence breaks are a salient feature of L2
learners and that such breaks result in a lower score. She developed a rating scale specifically
for coherence based on the TSA approach while empirically extracting coherence descriptors

from actual writing samples. In her TSA-based rating scale, she grouped the writing samples
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containing coherence breaks into the category Unrelated progression. A further analysis or detailed
categorization of these coherence breaks was not conducted with regard to the TSA approach. While
it is understandable to apply them to the intermediate or higher-level writing samples, the issue
arises when considering formative assessment for Japanese English learners in an EFL environment,
as it is necessary to conduct a more thorough analysis of these coherence breaks than is typically
done in an ESL environment (Matsumura, 2023). As an attempt in an EFL learning environment
specifically, Wikborg (1990) studied coherence breaks in the writing of Swedish EFL students. She
examined 114 essays written by the students and identified a total of 801 instances of coherence
breaks. She broadly divided those coherence breaks into topic-structuring problems and cohesion
problems, and further subdivided the latter into 11 subcategories. Among the identified coherence
breaks, the five most frequent types were as follows: (a) uncertain inference ties; (b) misleading
paragraph division; (c) missing or misleading sentence connections; (d) unjustified changes or
drift in topic; and (e) unspecified topic. Her work was original and had an impact on subsequent
research into coherence in EFL writing. However, there was scope for further development, as it
was not situated within a particular framework or conceptual framework.

One emerging trend in analysis is the use of visualization techniques to represent the
connections between text units, facilitated by annotation tools. Researchers such as Skoufaki (2009),
Ahmadi and Parhizgar (2017), and Yamashita (2019) have endeavored to detect coherence
anomalies through the use of an annotation tool based on Mann and Thompson’s (1988) rhetorical

structure theory (RST).

2.3 Annotation Tools as Graphical Displays for Enhancing Comprehension of Written Texts
Discourse annotation, which aims to create a structured representation of the text, would be a
powerful tool to achieve the goals of analyzing and understanding the structure of the passage or
identifying and locating the organizational problems (Matsumura, 2023). Vekiri (2002) describes
graphical displays as representing “objects, concepts, and their relations using symbols and their
spatial arrangement” (p. 262). The use of a graphic organizer as a reading assistance strategy for
learners of any language (L1 or L2) allows readers of the text to gain a deeper understanding of the
text by analyzing the overall structure of the passage. The act of revising written work necessitates
the capacity to read a draft in a critical manner. Therefore, the utilization of graphic displays, which
facilitate comprehension, could prove beneficial in the analysis and subsequent rewriting of the text.
As introduced in the previous section (2.2), Mann and Thompson’s (1988) RST-based annotation
tool has often been the subject of research and used as an analytical tool in English education. It has
attracted attention as an innovative method for tagging text units and showing the linkage between
them. However, due to the number of element types and the expertise required, some necessary
improvements in usability have been suggested, such as increasing/enhancing agreement in inter-

coder reliability (e.g., Matsumura, 2023) . Thanks in part to the remarkable development of ICT,
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different types of annotation tools have been developed in recent years that are user-friendly and
lightweight, depending on the purpose for which they are used. The TIARA (Putra et al., 2020)
tool is one such instrument employed in this study. One of its key features is that the user is able to
freely customize the tool to align with the learner's proficiency level and the level of detail intended
for the analytical process.

Based on the previous studies above and the issues of concern the present study sets the

following research question.

RQ: How can a new taxonomy be developed by summarizing the rearranged descriptors in

previous rating scales based on the identified anomalies using an annotation scheme?

3. Method
3.1 Participants

A total of 45 English as a foreign language (EFL) students in their second year, taking a
required academic writing class at a university in Tokyo, participated in the study on a voluntary
basis during the 2021 academic year. Twenty-six students (58%) were female, and 19 students
(42%) were male. Neither returnees from abroad nor those from international schools in Japan
were included in the group. With regard to the annotation of sentence links and tagging of relations,
a total of two annotators/raters were assigned, including the author of this study. They have prior
experience with the specific annotation tool utilized in this study and have collaborated in research

for several years.

3.2 Annotation Tool and Relation Labels

In order to detect anomalies in this study, TIARA, developed by a research group from the
Tokyo Institute of Technology (Putra et al., 2020) was used. It is considered to be valuable for
educational purposes as well both in learning-to-read and learning-to-write scenarios. TIARA’s
distinctive feature is its dual-view user interface, which provides users with the convenience of
simultaneously viewing text and tree views. The default relation labels, including “Support,”
“Detail,” “Counterargument,” “Rebuttal,” and “Restatement,” are set in TIARA based on the
components of the Toulmin model of argument® (Toulmin, 2003) . The relation label “Questionable”
was introduced by the author to indicate a coherence anomaly. Any text unit that proved difficult to
categorize in terms of its relation to the source sentence and any preceding sentence was identified

as such (Matsumura, 2023; Matsumura & Sakamoto, 2021) .

3.3 Procedure
In the course of the semester devoted to the teaching of academic writing, students were

required to compose three distinct types of opinion statement paragraphs in accordance with a
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pre-post-transfer research design. The assignment prompts were selected from past questions
for the EIKEN Pre-1st- and 2nd-level tests, with a particular focus on topics relevant to the
employment prospects of university graduates. For the analysis, 45 paragraph writings from the
transfer task were used. In the subsequent phase, two raters employed an annotation tool to link the
45 written texts independently and assigned relation labels, including topic sentence (TP), major
supporting sentence (SUP), minor supporting sentence (DET), counterargument sentence (CA),
rebuttal sentence (REB), concluding sentence (=), and anomalous or questionable sentence (?).
Concurrently, the annotators/raters were engaged in the process of linking the source text units
to target text units. The data from the 45 writing samples were used to calculate the agreement
statistics. From these 45 writing samples, a total of 453 text units were obtained. The agreement for
the source-target link was 0.86, and that for the relation-label was 0.81 (Matsumura, 2023). Any
discrepancies between the two annotators were resolved through discussion, and a final agreement
was reached. Consequently, a total of 100 coherence anomalies were identified.

As the next step, the identified anomalies were classified by the raters in a manner that linked
them to the descriptors of ESL CP as established by Jacobs et al. (1981) and the raters’ judgment
strategies as outlined by Cumming et al. (2001, 2002). The process of classification is outlined
below. Firstly, the descriptors of the ESL CP were classified into corresponding raters’ judgment
strategies suggested by Cumming et al. With reference to these classifications, a new taxonomy was
subsequently developed by sorting a total of 100 anomalies identified in the transfer task writing
samples. In the case of any discrepancies in classification, as with the location, a final decision was
reached through discussion, and in the end, all anomaly types were agreed upon between the raters.
Despite some instances where categories did not align with the data presented in this study, our

analysis yielded a comprehensive taxonomy comprising 11 distinct categories.

4. Results
4.1 Identification of Anomalous Units
Two raters employed an annotation tool to link the 45 stand-alone paragraphs of opinion
statements produced by the students as a transfer task of the study, tagging them with the
appropriate relation labels. During the annotation process, anomalies indicating lack of coherence
were extracted. Consequently, a total of 100 coherence anomalies, classified as “questionable,”
were identified. From the 45 writing samples, 453 text units were obtained, and 100 of these were
judged to be questionable. Therefore, the proportion of anomalous units to all text units was 22%
by simple calculation and, on average, two anomalous units were included in each writing sample.
For illustrative purposes, the annotated tree diagram developed by the raters is presented
in Figure 1. The specific instances of coherence anomalies and their locations within the text
are provided here, as are several examples of anomalous units employing the original tagging

format devised by the author; however, due to the confines of the available space, only one actual
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writing sample is presented. In the text, the symbols TP, SUP, DET, and = are used to indicate
the topic sentence, the supporting sentence, the detail, and the concluding sentence, respectively.
Furthermore, the question mark (?) is used to indicate a sentence that is questionable, or
anomalous, and is underlined. The numerical indicators denote the sentence number and indicate

the sequence of appearance of the sentences. The arrowhead points to the target sentence.

Figure 1.
The Annotation Tree Diagram for the Corresponding Text

=
T | [Fe ] S [Fer | For || S
o+ T (N o T [0
= T
-z}
13]

Note. The bold boxes in the diagram represent anomalous sentence units identified
by the author. The numbers indicate the order of the sentence units, which correspond to
those in the text below.

TP [1] I think it is beneficial workers to change jobs often. <= SUP [2] We can have new skill.

[1] < 2 [3] We can go new rooms. <~ DET [4] These are refresh mental for working people.

[1] <= CA [5] But some people may argue that jobs keep are important. <— DET [6] It seems
that change jobs are bad effect. <~ DET [7] For example, new jobs may take that new stress

for you. [1] < 2 [8] I think it is better to change jobs often. [1] < ? [9] New jobs may

take that good effect. < ? [10] We have new working life. < ? [11] We should many things

challenge in life. < ? [12] New jobs are taken for people special effect. < ? [13] We can

challenge of many of kind works. <— = [14] Let’s challenge new works. (104 words)

As illustrated in the diagram, the text, which includes a series of anomalous units and a
horizontally wide tree diagram shape, has been assigned a score of 2 out of 6 for both organization
and content on the quantitative evaluation scale. Upon close examination of the actual sentence
content, it can be seen that sentence 3 is read as “We can go new rooms,” which seems to be a
metaphorical expression. It is unclear, however, whether this constitutes an additional description
of sentence 2 or a new sentence that supports the topic sentence. Sentence units 5—7 may be

interpreted as a counterargument and rebuttal. Sentence § reiterates the topic sentence, sentence

10
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1. This is likely due to the series of arguments having been discontinued after sentence 7. It is
probable that the writer was unable to identify an appropriate connector and therefore resorted
to this approach in order to develop a new argument. However, this resulted in a relatively short
passage, which effectively divided the sample into two parts. This ultimately results in a lack of
coherence throughout the passage at the macro level. At the micro level, the anomalous sentence
units 9—13 lack a sense of sequence and do not function as supporting sentences in an appropriate
manner, which resulted in an incoherent paragraph.

As with the aforementioned example, a total of 100 anomalous units were extracted as a result

of the analysis of 45 writing samples.

4.2 Developing a Taxonomy Based on Categorization of Coherence Anomalies in Reference to
the Rating Scale Descriptors from Previous Studies

A total of 100 units of sentences tagged as “questionable” were classified into categories
based on the type of element hindering coherence with the aim of developing a new taxonomy
of ideational and rhetorical coherence aligned with coherence anomalies shown in Table 1. As
previously outlined, the categories extracted using the two evaluation scales for coherence in
related previous research resulted in the development of a new taxonomy comprising a total of 11
categories. It is relatively straightforward to postulate that the underlying cause of the observed
anomalies is the interaction of multiple factors. However, the present study is primarily concerned
with the classification of the single factor that is presumed to be the primary contributor to the
observed phenomena. Furthermore, it should be noted here that the two categories out of the 11
categories, namely Category 7 “originality” and Category 9 “style, register,” which were extracted
as such elements in previous research, are not discussed in detail in the current study. This is
because they are not currently included as evaluative perspectives in the paragraph writing samples.
These elements are likely to be related to consistency in longer texts, such as multi-paragraph
essays.

The following is a description of the 11 types of anomalies that hinder coherence, as extracted
from the writing samples in Table 1. The following Categories 1 through 4 falls under the
Rhetorical focus and Categories 5 through 9 under the Ideational focus in terms of raters’ judgment
strategies suggested by Cumming et al. (2001, 2002). The elements that hinder coherence in
Category 1 are “improper order of ideas, absence of connecting ideas, leap of logic, multiple ideas
in a sentence, and convoluted ideas,” which can be summarized as “poor reasoning, logic, topic
development.” Next, the element hindering coherence in Category 2 is “deviation from the topic or
the presence of an out-of-step/off-topic sentence unit,” which indicates the presence of sentence (s)
that do not support the topic sentence. Category 3 presents “redundant ideas,” which indicates the
sentence unit suggests mere or unnecessary repetition of the same arguments. Category 4 is “lack

of organizational constituent (s)” such as topic sentence or concluding sentence, which would

11
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make it difficult to successfully guide the reader. Category 5 is “misunderstanding of the task,”
where the writer fails to complete the task so that the reader is confused, and the rater cannot grade
the passage properly. Category 6 presents “inappropriate support due to insufficient knowledge on
the subject,” which is a question of the relevance of the argument in the supporting sentences. As
for Category 8, “insufficient understanding of rebuttal”, this is something specific to the opinion
paragraph. Furthermore, it is also an element that many novice writers who are EFL learners seem
to have difficulty with. With the sentence falling under this category, writers fail to demonstrate a
specific method for developing the argument.

The following Categories 10 and 11 fall under the Language focus. With regard to Category
10, “insufficient sentence length as a paragraph,” the writing is inadequate in terms of the essential
elements that should be included in a paragraph. Furthermore, the lack of sufficient length hinders
any meaningful evaluation. The issues classified as Category 11 are primarily associated with
linguistic challenges, which can be characterized as a state of “stagnation due to incomprehensible
sentences.” The sentence is unintelligible or incomprehensible due to the writer's restricted English

vocabulary, as evidenced by the writer's use of low-proficiency-level writing samples.

Table 1.
A New Taxonomy of Ideational and Theoretical Coherence Aligned with Coherence Anomalies

Raters’ judgment strategies
(Cumming et al., 2001, 2002 ;
Matsumura & Takagi, 2022)

Anomalies identified by Corresponding ESL CP descriptors
TIARA annotators (Jacobs et al., 1981)

Elements hindering

coherence Organization Rhetorical focus
+ Are the points logically developed, using a
particular sequence such as time order, space
order, or importance?
+ Improper order of ideas - Is this development indicated by appropriate ~ * Assess reasoning, logic, or
+ Absence of connecting transitional markers? topic development
ideas + Are there effective transition elements —words, (elaboration on the thesis
1 - Leap of logic phrases, or sentences — which link and move sentence or the topic;
* Multiple ideas in a ideas within the paragraph? persuasiveness; fluency or
sentence * Do the ideas flow, building on one another? stagnation in terms of time,
+ Convoluted ideas * Is the overall relationship between sentences space, and argument)

clearly indicated?
+ Is enough written to adequately develop the
subject?

12
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+ Deviation from the topic;
the presence of an out-of-
step sentence unit

+ Does each group of sentences reflect a
single purpose?

+ Is there a clearly stated controlling idea or
central focus to the paragraph?

+ Do sentences support, limit, and direct the
topic sentence?

* Does the group of sentences form a unified
writing?

+ Are all ideas directed concisely to the
central focus of the paragraph, without

digressions?

+ Assess coherence

(semantic property of
discourses; propositional
content of discourse based
on the interpretation of
other sentences; connection
of adjacent sentences;
convolution or certain

focus)

* Redundant ideas

(None)

+ Identify redundancies

(mere repetition of the
same arguments; no or little
relation to the topic; not

useful, or are unnecessary)

+ Lack of organizational
constituent (s)

+ Are there a topic sentence and concluding
sentences?
* Is there a beginning, a middle, and an end

to the writing?

+ Assess text organization

(the whole guidance to

the reader; reference to the
larger parts of a piece of
writing such as a paragraph
or an essay; integrity across
paragraphs or throughout
the essay; existence of
organizational constituents
in a paragraph or an essay:
introduction, support (s),

conclusion)

Anomalies hindering

coherence

Content (/Vocabulary)

Ideational focus

+ Misunderstanding of the
task

+ Is there understanding of the subject?
+ Is the thesis expanded enough to convey a

sense of completeness?

Assess task completion
(finishing; task
completion; conclusion;
enough for evaluation;

comprehensibility)

* Inappropriate support due
to insufficient knowledge

on the subject

* Are facts or other pertinent information
used?

+ Is all information clearly pertinent to the
topic?

* Is extraneous material excluded?

Assess relevance

((ir) relevance and off/
on topic; answers to the
question; relation to the
topic)

N/A

+ Is there originality with concrete detail
to illustrate, define, compare, or contrast

factual information supporting the thesis?

+ Assess interest, originality,

or creativity
(uniqueness;
intriguingness; empathy
with readers)
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+ Is there recognition of several aspects
of the subject?

+ Are the interrelationships of these ) .
+ Rate ideas or rhetoric
aspects shown? o .
. ) . (sophistication in rhetoric;
+ Are several main points discussed? L
. . comprehensive judgment
. . « Is there sufficient detail? .
+ Insufficient understanding of . when there is not enough
« Is there a specific method of .
rebuttal . material to make a
development (such as comparison/ o L
. . . decision, or it is difficult to
contrast, illustration, definition, ) o
L make a partial decision)
example, description, fact, or personal

experience) ?
+ Is there an awareness of different

points of view?

+ Assess style, register, or
genre
(bookish version of
9 N/A (Corresponding descriptor is included in English; formulaic way
Vocabulary Category) of writing composition;
appropriateness to the
situation or type of the

writing)

Anomalies identified by
Vocabulary, Language Use Language Focus
annotators

. + Assess quantity of total
+ Insufficient sentence length as . .
10 + Not enough to evaluate written production
a paragraph .
(enough for evaluation)

+ Does not communicate (in Language o
. + Assess comprehensibility
+ Stagnation due to use)
11 . . . . + Assess sentence
incomprehensible sentence + Little knowledge of English vocabulary .
. organization
(in Vocabulary)

Note. Table 1 is a modified verson of the findings of Matsumura &Takagi (2022) and Matsumura (2023). TIARA
stands for Tool for Interactive Argument Annotation. ESL CP is an abbreviation for English as a Foreign

Language Composition Profile.

A breakdown of the frequencies of anomalous sentence units, classified into 11 categories of
anomalies that hinder coherence, is presented in Table 2. As shown in the table, the frequencies
for each of the categories from Category 1 to 4, which are in the scope of Rhetorical focus, are
34, 2, 6, and 7, respectively, for a total of 49 units (the total is 100 units, thus the number of units
directly indicates the overall percentage) . Subsequently, the frequencies for each of Categories 5, 6,
and 8, which fall under the category of Ideational focus, are 1, 22, and 13, respectively, for a total
of 36 units. As previously stated, Categories 7 and 9 are not applicable to the present study. The
frequency of language focus was identified as 15, with incomprehensibility classified in Category

11. Additionally, no writing samples were identified for Category 10 in this task.
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Table 2.
Breakdown of Anomaly Frequencies by the 11 Anomaly Categories

Frequency of anomalous

# Anomaly category unit identified
1 Poor reasoning, logic, topic development 34
2 Deviation from the topic
3 Redundancy
4 Lack of organizational element
Subtotal for the Rhetorical focus 49
5 Incompletion of task 1
6  Irrelevant support 22
7  Originality N/A
8 Insufficient rebuttal 13
9 Inappropriate style, register N/A
Subtotal for the Ideational focus 36
10 Insufficient quantity 0
11 Incomprehensibility 15
Subtotal for the Language focus 15
Total 100

Note. Table 2 is an adaptation of the findings presented in Matsumura (2023), with some modifications made by
the author. Categories 7 and 9 are not applicable in the present study.

As shown in the aforementioned results, the most common cause of coherence anomalies
among the participants in this study was a failure of logic or topic development classified as
Category 1, which accounted for approximately half of the cases. It is important to note, however,
that this may be attributed to the fact that the task in this study required the participants to state an
opinion, which necessitated the use of a logical structure. Moreover, the anomalies classified under
Category 1 encompass a broader range of phenomena than those included in other categories. This
may have contributed to their relatively high frequency of occurrence. The next most common
issues were the failure to provide relevant support and an insufficient rebuttal. It appeared that the
lack of elaboration in the supporting sentences resulted in a stagnation of the paragraph’s flow. It
is impossible to ignore the intelligibility of the English text, which is a language issue. When the
proficiency of English learners is intermediate or lower, the use of inappropriate vocabulary and
the presence of incomplete sentences impede readers’ comprehension of the writer's intentions,

resulting in a lack of coherence in the text.

5. Discussion

In principle, it is difficult to clearly and specifically identify coherence problems in ESL/EFL
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writing. In this study, an attempt was made to find the links between sentences and deficiencies
in the organizational elements by visualizing them using a web-based annotation tool. A new
taxonomy was then attempted to be developed by categorizing the coherence anomalies identified.
This study’s innovative aspect lies in its attempt to enhance the trustworthiness of the theoretical
side of coherence problems by integrating it with the empirical findings. This integration is achieved
by associating the theoretical elements with descriptors drawn from previous studies, thus allowing
for a more comprehensive and precise verbalization of the theoretical framework. In this manner,
the study is designed to integrate multiple perspectives and provide a detailed explanation of the
concept of writing coherence, which is often considered a vague and elusive notion. To achieve
this, the study draws upon the findings of previous research in the field, employing a systematic
approach to elucidate the nuances of coherence in writing. Moreover, it emphasizes the coherence
anomaly that English as a foreign language (EFL) learners frequently commit, namely, “What
hinders coherence?” This, in turn, seeks to elucidate the characteristics of writing that maintains
coherence.

This study makes a meaningful contribution to the field of teaching and learning writing
coherence, particularly for English as a foreign language (EFL) writing learners who may not
demonstrate a high level of language proficiency. While this study offers some valuable insights,
several limitations should be acknowledged. First, this study deals with stand-alone paragraph
writing, and furthermore, the genre is argumentative/opinion-based. It goes without saying that
stand-alone paragraph writing is the basis, but the organization and flow of an essay made up of
multiple paragraphs requires a level of consistency that is broader in scope. Second, it is difficult to
specify the cause of the coherence anomaly in a sentence unit as being limited to a single factor. In
this study, the process of discussing and deciding on the primary presumed factor with the annotator
was followed. However, it should be noted that the coherence anomaly of a single sentence unit
often involves multiple factors. Additionally, it is important to acknowledge that the opinions of
raters may differ, making it challenging to achieve complete agreement. In some cases, it may not
be necessary to limit the factors to a just one. In relation to this, it should be noted that there are
multiple approaches to addressing and remedying coherence anomalies and errors. This is distinct
from offering guidance on how to remedy grammatical and lexical deficiencies. This is also closely
associated with the manner in which feedback is provided to the learners. In Matsumura (2023),
the author proposed the use of tree diagrams obtained through annotation as a form of feedback
for learners. To investigate the efficacy of this approach, an intervention group and a control group

were employed, and a certain level of effectiveness was observed.

6. Concluding Remarks
In English as a foreign language (EFL) writing assessments, the evaluation of organization and

coherence is not as straightforward as the evaluation of grammar and vocabulary. This is also true
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for the provision of feedback to learners. One of the reasons for this is the difficulty in identifying
errors in organization and coherence with precision. In this study, stand-alone argumentative
paragraphs written by learners were represented as a tree diagram with a web-based annotation tool.
This enabled us to assess the paragraph's overall structure and identify any anomalies in coherence.
The identified coherence anomalies were identified by two annotators/raters. Then, they classified
them according to the following perspectives: ideational; logical; grammatical and lexical; and
elemental. Moreover, these categories were aligned with the taxonomies of two prior studies: the
ESL composition profile descriptors proposed by Jacobs and colleagues (1981) and the categories
outlined by Cumming and colleagues (2001, 2002). The findings indicated that there are three
primary factors that impede coherence, which can be further classified into 11 subcategories. This
study identified the causes that hinder coherence and impede the flow in the organization of EFL
learners’ paragraph writing, thereby providing a more nuanced understanding of writing assessment
and enabling the delivery of more targeted feedback to learners.

It is challenging to identify the specific cause of coherence anomalies, as there is a complex
array of contributing factors. Furthermore, this study specifically addresses the coherence of
standalone paragraph writing. To understand the coherence of essay writing, which is comprised of
multiple paragraphs, it is essential to evaluate the composition from a broader perspective. Despite
these limitations, it is hoped that the study offers a contribution to the future teaching and learning
of EFL writing in the classroom by attempting to clarify the nature of writing coherence, given its

focus on coherence anomalies.
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Abstract: One important task teachers encounter in teaching is enhancing and motivating students’
attitudes toward situation-targeted writing proficiency. In this study we clarify how effectively a
writing activity could be embedded on the reflection sheet (RS) in a Media Production Studies
(MPS) class, with the premise that moderately-targeted writing activity encourages students to
write more freely. In the RS of MPS students, both personal and academic writing in either or both
Japanese and English was exchanged in an evaluation-free dialog between the students and the
instructor. Qualitative analysis of the course evaluation of thirty-nine college students revealed the
following: 1) most students were satisfied with evaluation-free writing and became more active in
writing, 2) the RS written in a pressure-free situation lead to students’ autonomously writing their
opinions to the instructor like a dialog, 3) the instructor’s formal and informal and hand-written
quick responses were highly appreciated and stimulated learning, and 4) writing the RS motivated
students to learn the class contents. Possible problems regarding putting personal writing into
academic writing: the debate between personal writing and academic writing, as well as evaluation
of the writing activities are discussed by referring to the students’ responses as well as course

evaluation conducted at the end of semester.

Keywords: reflective writing, Activity Theory, autonomous learning, hand-writing, quick response,

Japanese-English interactive dialog
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1. Introduction
1.1 Problem Statement

What are practical reasons why many college students are not very proactive toward writing
activities, regardless of whether it’s in Japanese or English? Students might naturally feel they are
required to write on class content only. Frequency and/or deepness of written interaction may offer a
solution, and meaningful student — teacher communication might be another solution. Additionally,
superficially meaningless-looking communication like casual writing or small talk might actually
help the learner to write more effectively.

How can we create unforced-writing situations to develop language skills, as well as learning
content in each disciplinary area? What kind of learning situations, which include unforced-writing
activities as naturally as possible, can we create so students discuss class-related topics actively?
Could the concept of the traditional instructional design (ID) help to create such class instruction?
There are arguments both for and against because in the main the fundamental concept of ID
does not get into each disciplinary area of study, especially at the college level. In response to this
challenge, we considered re-organizing the class teaching-learning system itself, using a Media
Production Studies (MPS) class as a test case. A class system like English-Medium Instruction
(EMI) may be a good fit, and is introduced in the present study. The fundamental concept of EMI
also meshes effectively with the activity theory (See Figure 1).

Figure 1
The Mediational Triangle (after Engestrém) to Include Rules, Community, and Division of Labor

MEDIATING ARTIFACT
Tools for video production, Language

SUBJECT OBJECT —
Students ' Creating video works

RULES COMMUNITY DIVISION OF LABOR
Rules in each group Class and each group Individual roles in activities
Class rules

Note. Based on “A cultural-historical approach to distributed cognition” by M. Cole & Y. Engestrom, 1993,
Distributed Cognitions, p. 8. The authors further added words applied in MPS. From “Transformation of College
Student Attitude and Consciousness in Collaborative Work Experience in Synchronized Online Media-Production
Class” by A. Tominaga & N. Hozaki, 2023, Waseda Journal of Human Sciences, 36 (1), p. 17.
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Figure 1 depicts how writing activities are embedded in students’ learning of media production
as well as media theories in MPS. “To mediate” is the key concept in this learning model of the
activity theory. The original learning model of the triangle was developed by developmental
psychologist, Lev Vygotsky in the early 1900s. His original model has been revised and modified
several times with various factors in social context by many researchers over a long period of time.
Engestrom, the third-generation activity theory researcher, has expanded and modified the model
as in Figure 1 (Cole & Engestrom, 1993; Yamazumi, 2008) . Regarding what students do in MPS,
the mediating artifacts such as community, rules, and working in groups, as well as the English
language, which is the instructional language in class, enhances their learning. Learning something
through the use of a tool or media, including a language, enhances learning under the advanced
activity theory (Engestrém, 1999).

One educational practice is introduced in the present study related to enhancing writing skills
in EMI. Through this practice it is posited that an active attitude toward writing either in L1 or
L2 will be developed. An important fact is the MPS class introduced here is not categorized as an
English class, but a content or senmon class (Ff1F}H) in the curriculum. The activity theory and the
concept of EMI constitute the basic theoretical background of the present practice.

Another important aspect to encourage students to write more actively and independently
would be to set up an evaluation-free situation within class learning activities. Learning, by itself,
is an active behavior if it does not occur as a counter part of being taught. The key point is whether
teachers can commit to work on evaluation-free activities in which teachers are required to spend
some extra time and effort, adding to the class teaching load.

Can evaluation-free activities be closely enough related to meaningful class content in
students’ overall learning? It would be possible to learn academic theories about media production
and to write many opinions on the reflection sheet (RS) based on what is learned in each class,
which embodies evaluation-free interactive written dialogs. Can a teacher not only provide but
actually participate in students’ evaluation-free writing activities which are generally a requirement
in more or less almost all college classes? Is grading or evaluation the sole purpose of class teaching
in our job? Classes are taught FTF (Face-To-Face) or online, evaluation vs. evaluation-free, with
students enjoying writing and interactive dialog. Not all these approaches necessarily fit together

well, but they could work together more effectively and flexibly.

1.2 Literature Review

Reflection in learning is a purposive activity directed toward a goal in a teaching-learning
situation (Boud et al., 1985). Boud et al. (1985) point out that we process an enormous amount of
information when we learn something new, and we also overcome attitudes and emotions which
might affect our understanding (Boud et al., 1985) . In class, students advance toward understanding

the objectives more effectively by relating what they have already obtained with newly learned
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concepts and acquired experiences (Boud et al., 1985). One aspect, reflection, is background or
retrospective learning. Various reflection methods have been developed and theorized, with one
of them being individual writing. When reflecting on their own learning through writing, the most
important aspect for students is that they can clearly recognize what they actually experienced
in their learning process through excluding subjective judgmental feelings (Walker, 1985).
Walker (1985) further discusses the idea that “whatever feelings are observed can be the basis of
reflection that can lead to a deeper appreciation of the learning process and of the learner's way of
experiencing” (p. 64). Considering these points on reflection in the initial learning, it is important
for learners to write down both their experiences and their own opinions and feelings as is done in
the case of MPS of the present study.

Additionally, Boud et al. (1985) point out that attitudes and emotions generated inside the
students may distort cognition, lead to a misinterpretation of events, and damage sustainable will.
External assistance and participation might occasionally be required for the students to proceed
in a positive manner with reflection. In the field of language studies, how to enhance students’
motivation in class activities has been focused on and researched. Dérnyei (2001) advocates an
important strategy related to appropriate teacher behavior, which involves elaborately developing
a personal relationship with students. He indicated exactly how teachers could create a good
relationship with students in the following three fundamental bases: (1) teachers show students
that they accept and care about them, (2) teachers pay attention and listen to each of their students,
(3) teachers indicate their mental and physical availability. The third base could be embodied in the
process of the teacher providing some extra time or some ways to talk with students and facilitating
two-way access channels so students and the teacher can communicate flexibly. If the academic
and casual communication within and outside class about how the students learn the materials
introduced in class could be maintained continuously, this would promote learning. The concept of
the instructor’s working on the RS would also eventually bring out students’ tacit knowledge and
hidden ideas. Dornyei (2001) continues, saying that the friendly relationship between the teacher
and the students will be developed effectively and meaningfully, and the students are well motivated
if the teacher’s positive attitude is transferred to students by quality functioning of the above three
bases. Teachers can sometimes participate in various ways to assist students. The point here is how
teachers honestly and quickly notice, accept and appropriately respond to students’ individual
voices.

Other related research is found in the field of EFL (English as a Foreign Language) and media
theory class. It suggests how to develop good and effective relationships with students, which
in turn leads toward important students’ learning (Baba, 2012; Hozaki, 2023). Baba (2012)
analyzed the content of the messages that students sent to the teacher by the RS in college EFL
class. The analysis revealed that students frankly wrote comments and questions about unclear

points on English grammar. They also made requests about contents showing that they would like
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the instructor’s explanations in class. Additionally, the students more often wrote about personal
matters, such as their motivation to attend class and recent events that had happened on the way
to university and this response continued all through the semester (Baba, 2012). The RS, with
teacher’s comments to students’ messages and questions, was returned to each student in the
following class. The results of this analysis and observation suggests that the use of the RS would
generate active interaction and build better relationships between the instructor and students in
class, which in turn could lead to creating better classes. Hozaki (2023) also used the submission-
free and non-evaluated RS to communicate effectively with students. He developed his own RS
and replied with his hand-written interactive comments by paying attention to students’ comments
on any topics as well as their understanding of the content of media theory class. This activity was
implemented online after class and the instructor returned a quick feedback within two or three days
after class by a mail-attached PDF message. Hozaki (2023) found continuing the RS stimulates
students’ active learning. The difference between Baba’s (2012) and Hozaki’s (2023) studies is
that the RS was counted toward the final grade in Baba’s study but not in Hozaki’s. Interestingly,
both Baba’s (2012) and Hozaki’s (2023) studies were consistent in their finding that students’
writing covered more personal topics as the class went on.

Some outside intervention including teachers’ attitude is sometimes necessary to assist
individual students in making their reflection advance in a positive way. In both studies, students
wrote freely about what they felt and thought. Knights (1985) claims that most students would not
be confident of their capacity of thinking and are afraid of being knocked back or laughed at. She
also points out that this makes students reluctant to participate in collaborative group discussion
and individual reflection. Students’ individual communication with the instructor by means of the
RS would be appropriate to encourage students’ positive participation in class. The rule of writing
freely and equally should also be guaranteed so students can concentrate on writing about any topic
without any interruption by others (Knights, 1985).

A series of research on academic writing has also been conducted, to be contrasted with
personal writing mainly in the U.S.A., where the importance of academic writing has been
emphasized in the college curriculum. The debate between Elbow insisting on the meaningfulness
of personal writing and Bartholomae insisting on the importance of academic writing needs to be
briefly touched upon. Mlynarczyk (2006) compiled and summarized both characteristics in writing

studies in Table 1 below.
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Table 1
Comparison of Personal and Academic Writing

Elbow Bartholomae

Writing Privileges [personal] writing Privileges academic writing

Reading | Uses the students’ own writing as the | Emphasizes critical reading of key texts
key text (class magazine)

Students | Sees students as individuals Sees students within a social context
Teachers | Sees teacher as “coach,” not “test Sees teacher as “manager,” not “frontier
evaluator” (Elbow’s metaphors) guide” (Bartholomae’s metaphors)

Feels teacher should get students to | Feels teacher should get students to

“trust language” (be comfortable) “distrust language” (be critical)
Feels teacher should encourage Feels teacher should encourage
students’ “credulity” students’ “skepticism”

Note. Adapted from “Personal and Academic Writing” by R. W. Mlynarczyk, 2006, Journal of Basic Writing, 25
(1), p. 10.

As can be seen in Table 1 above, students write freely in their own words and without any
pressure mainly in personal writing. In academic writing, contrastively, students write to acquire
and learn skills to write academic and formal content. Could the same RS encourage both kinds of
writing, personal and academic, when it is elaborately made and interactively implemented?

Related to the personal versus academic writing debate, Tani (2021) conducted research on the
cross-genre thinking transformation from personal writing to academic writing. She concluded the
transformation is possible if enough time is given and students reflect on their writing effectively
and systematically. Analysis of the developed TEM (Trajectory Equifinality Model) based on the
interviews with students’ actual writing, clarified each five EFP (Equifinality Point) based on
the students’ experiences (Tani, 2021). She also confirmed students' perspective toward writing
changed gradually from the first stage of reluctance to writing to the fifth and final stage of self-
realization. The participation of the instructor in the process of students’ writing, however, was not
included in her research, whereas the instructor’s and students’ active and interactive participation
was significantly meaningful in the present study.

Another aspect of writing studies, different recognition of typing or hand-writing, has been
researched by Terada and Hozaki (2018). Their research was conducted with college students
and people who have jobs and learn online. The researchers focused on the image of hand-written
Japanese kanji characters and compared typing with handwriting. Analyses clarified several

interesting characteristics of the image of hand-written Japanese compared with typed Japanese
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(Terada & Hozaki, 2018) . One was that those seeing hand-written characters felt that the characters
conveyed the writer’s positive feeling or sincerity. Another was that the nature of written characters
created an affective mood (Terada & Hozaki, 2018) . These findings indicate that students view the
hand-written message positively when compared to typing along with the content of the message in
the case of class.

Communicative dialog through wiring the RS would be effective in classes that require
collaborative or groupwork, such as the MPS of the present study. The students can also have
ample time to understand the contents and to consolidate ideas in working on the RS as they are
well motivated by communicating with the instructor. The previous research shows that the cycle
of student writing and receiving the RS in class, along with teachers’ returning comments, might
be effective in triggering students’ reflection in learning. The manner of the teacher’s comment-
writing may also affect learning. The present practical research followed a similar research frame
to Hozaki’s (2023) in media communication class, and was conducted as a replicate study with
different students from different classes in 2022 and 2023 in addition to those in the MPS class of
2021 (Hozaki & Tominaga, 2023).

The purpose of this study is the following:

1)  Which situation is the most comfortable for students to communicate in (in class, in group
or on the RS) and why is it so?

2) How did participating in writing the RS affect students’ learning?

3) How do students feel about and evaluate the interactive written dialog on the RS

throughout the semester?

2. Method
2.1 Participants

A total of forty-five college students (freshmen to seniors) taking the MPS class at the School
of Human Sciences of Waseda University in the Autumn semester, 2021, 2022, and 2023.

2.2 Instruments of Data Collection
Data for this study was collected by using the course evaluation that was implemented at the
end of Autumn semester. Two groups of questions were implemented, Part A and B in the class

evaluation as follows:

Part A: general course evaluation asking about student participation, instructor’s teaching,
class materials, class system, and class environment
Part B: eleven questions to ask how students evaluate the system of the RS - No respondent’s

name was required.
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Only all the responses from Part B (Figure 2) were analyzed for the present practical study. Part B

is composed of the following types of questions:

Ql: answered YES or NO
Q2 - Q6: responded on a Likert scale; 1. Not at all - 5. Very much

Q7: multiple choice from three options with the reason for the choice
Q8 - Ql1: free answer

The other kind of data, the RS, was given after each class session online on the Learning
Management System of the university. The RS was submission-free and non-evaluation. A few
students preferred the paper version of the RS. The RS asked only two questions written in both

English and Japanese as follows:

QI: What did you notice and/or learn in today’s class? (4 H DZHETNIZK X, FA
72 EBNET D)
Q2:  Any comments or questions? (EEfICE 722 & R TWZ &R EEEHFEEZEL X

75)
The instructor wrote hand-written responses to all RSs and returned them to each student within

two or three days as a mail-attached PDF. A sample RS written by a student with the instructor’s

comments is attached at the end of the article in the Appendix.
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Figure 2
Part B of the Course Evaluation

MPS’s Course Evaluation - Part B: Reflection sheet

1. I knew that writing the RS was not counted toward class grade. Yes / No

Not at all Very much
2. Writing the RS was helpful to understand class content. 1 2 3 4 5
3. | wrote the RS for no particular reason. 1 2 3 4 5
4. | enjoyed writing the RS. 1 2 3 4 5
5. Feedback to my writing the RS was unnecessary. 1 2 3 4 5
6. | want the RS to be continued in MPS. 1 2 3 4 5
7. The easiest way to express my opinion was ( ). (D in class discussion
() in group discussion
(3 on the reflection sheet
(Reason: )

8. What did it mean to you to write the RSs in MPS?

9. What did you think about receiving hand-written responses from the instructor on your RSs?

10. Did you feel like responding to the instructor's comments on your RSs?

11. Any other comments?

2.3 Data Analysis

Forty-one students returned the course evaluation, all of whom agreed to have their responses
analyzed and used for research purposes. Of those who submitted, thirty-seven students completed
QI - Q6 and thirty-nine students completed Q7 - Q9.

In this study, Q1 to Q 9 related directly to the purpose of the study and were the subject of
analysis. The distribution was calculated in Q1 through Q7 and the comprehensive tendency of
the responses to each question was confirmed. Data in Q7 through Q9 were analyzed qualitatively
based on structuring qualitative content analysis (Structuring QCA).

A note on Structuring QCA: “while structuring QCA is usually used to structure the material

according to topics and themes, the evaluative strategy allows the researcher to assess segments of
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the data that are relevant to specific research questions” (Kuckartz & Rédiker, 2023, p. 98). There

are seven phases of Structure QCA as follows:

1. Initial work with the text: read, write memos and case summaries
Develop main categories

Code data with main categories (1st coding cycle)

Develop sub-categories inductively

Code data with sub-categories (2nd coding cycle)

Simple and complex analyses

Nk

Write up results, document process

Detailed steps of the analysis procedure for each question are explained below.

First, to confirm whether the evaluation-free and submission-free condition influenced the
submission rate of the RS, we, the present researchers checked the number of YES and NO answers
to QI and the submission rate of the RS in the semester.

Next, we created histograms for each item of Q2 - Q6, and from the results confirmed the
students’ awareness of writing the RS under evaluation-free and submission-free conditions in
MPS class.

Third, we calculated the number of the responses in Q7 chosen for each option - (1), (2), or
(3) (see Figure 2). The free-text answer of “Reason” in the latter half of Q7 was also analyzed by
using Structuring QCA to confirm what students perceived as “an easy situation in which to express
opinions” in each situation of (1), (2), or (3). We inductively created main and sub-categories by
reading the free-text answer based on the findings of the previous studies. In the process of analysis,
there were some written contents that were difficult to summarize into categories. Therefore, only
categories developed by using the written data of two or more students were used for this analysis
in order to eliminate personal preferences as much as possible.

Fourth, the free-text answers in Q8 were analyzed by using Structuring QCA procedure to
confirm the meaning of writing the RS from students’ perspectives.

Finally, the free-text answers in Q9 were analyzed using Structuring QCA procedure. We
confirmed the effects of receiving hand-written comments from the instructor. The analysis was

then continued to confirm the factors behind these effects.

3. Results and Discussions
3.1 Submission Rate of RS

The mean ratio of the RS submission for all the forty-five students all through the semester was
approximately 70%. Also, 78.38% of the students knew the RS was evaluation-free, while 21.63%

did not know. In fact, there were several students who submitted the RS every week. Many students
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were proactive in writing the RS on an evaluation-free and also submission-free basis.

3.2 Students’ Awareness of Writing the RS (Q2 - Q6)

Figure 3 shows the histograms of the five questions Q2 - Q6 by the Likert scale. The responses
to Q2 were almost evenly distributed between 3 and 5, indicating that writing the RS was highly
helpful for students in understanding the contents of the class. The responses to Q4 indicate that the
students enjoyed writing the RS. These results show that students recognized that the RS allowed
them to reflect on class and deepen their understanding of the class contents. They also enjoyed
writing the RS. The students would also like the RS to be continued as a class activity because
the time factor was on the student side in this activity. Another point to note is that in responses to
Q5, about a half of the students chose 1 (necessary) and a total of over 70% of students chose 1
or 2 (necessary) . It can be assumed that feedback from the instructor on the RS was useful for the

students, both to reflect on class and to learn the contents.

Figure 3
Distributions of Responses on the Likert Scale (n=37)
Q2. Writing the RS was helpful Q3. I'wrote the RS
to understand class content. for no particular reason.
20 20
15 13 15 13
10 11
10 10 8 7
5
0
) — , I ]
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
Q4. I enjoyed writing the RS. Q5. Feedback to my writing the RS

‘Was unnecessary.
18
12
10 10 0
10 7
o e I 0 [ p—
1 2 3 4 1 2 3 4 5

Q6. I want the RS to be continued

&

in MPS.
20
15
15
11
9
10
5
0 —
1 2 3 4 5
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3.3 Easiest Way to Express Opinions in Class (Q7)

The following categorization was carried out from questions 7, 8 and 9.

Figure 4 shows 21 out of 39 students felt comfortable with the RS communication. Thirteen
students felt comfortable in-group communication. Only four students chose in-class communication.
Only one student answered “All,” and was excluded from the analysis. Most of the students were
reluctant to express their opinions in class discussion, which involved all students and the instructor.
Nervousness regarding on-screen communication is one main reason for this. Many students seemed
intimidated by on-screen 2D communication in which individuals see all faces of the students
including the instructor and the TA on the screen all at the same time and they cannot see the

neighboring students as classmates sitting close by.

Figure 4
Easiest Way to Express Opinions (n=39)

Q7. The easiest way to express
my opinion was ( ).

25

21
20
5 13
‘- B
5
o N

@ in class ®in group ®) on the

discussion discussion  reflection sheet

Analysis of Structuring QCA revealed that the main category “External factors making it
easier to initiate speaking during class” was extracted. In addition, four sub-categories were
developed to differentiate the characteristics of the main category: (a) Low psychological burden,
(b) Secured time to organize thoughts, (¢) Relaxed atmosphere among students, and (d)
Harmonious atmosphere. Details of each sub-category are described below, explaining how (1)

in class discussion, (2) in group discussion, and (3) on the reflection sheet applied.

(a) Low psychological burden:

Although (a) was common to both (2) and (3), the viewpoint was different between (2) and
(3). Students who chose (2) said that compared to some other classes of about 20-30 students,
MPS class was made up of groups of only 3-5 students meeting face-to-face. It was much easier to
speak because there were fewer participants, which reduced the sense of tension. Those who chose
(3) said that there was no psychological burden of talking and delivering their messages to other
students. Simply not having such a psychological burden made communication much easier for
them to deliver their opinions. They might have felt more comfortable communicating only with the

instructor through the medium of typed messages. In addition, regarding online class, some students
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said that it was difficult to say something in the presence of some other students whose video was
off on the screen.

As for (a), choosing (2) is related to the “situational reason” of a small number of students.
The RS communication in (2) is much related to the strategy to communicate, which did not require

complicated face-to-face interaction in a small group.

(b) Secured time to organize thoughts:

This is the factor included only in (3). Students said that they could take their time to independently
organize their thoughts and summarize their opinions because they wrote the RS by spending ample time
after the class, and submitted it on the LMS on the same day. Some responses also indicated that the
students realized the benefits of being able to deliver coherent opinions on the RS after organizing
their thoughts.

In addition, some other students mentioned that their opinions might not be organized when
they spoke, but rather consisted of only what they had thought of on the spot during class. In (3),
compared to the oral discussion of (1) and (2), they could think slowly about one topic when
writing the RS. Even five to ten minutes to write the RS is certainly a productive amount of time
when no one interrupts thinking and writing. There could be a rule that students should share time

equally to concentrate on pursuing their own opinions at a comfortable pace (Knights, 1985).

(¢) Relaxed atmosphere among students:

This is the factor included only in (2). Some students said “we would like to exchange
opinions easily” during the class time when students were talking by themselves, as was described
in (b). As a result, students in small groups started to make various comments, and they said that
they were influenced by that relaxed atmosphere and were able to speak more freely. This group-
chat function on Moodle provides an explanation of how a comfortable interaction within a small
student community occurred in situation (2).

In addition, students also mentioned the fun of being able to interact freely with the students
they had met for the first time in (2) in class. Therefore, it can be suggested that (¢) is related to

“size of group,” where peers in the same position can communicate with each other.

(d) Harmonious atmosphere:

This is the factor included only in (1), where the entire class had a harmonious atmosphere with
all students and the instructor together. In this situation students easily spoke up and felt comfortable
with speaking up by themselves. As the students expressed the word “harmonious,” it seems that the
class had a different atmosphere with the instructor participating in class from that of (2). In other
words, the “instructor’s attitude” during class may be related to (d).

As a supplementary note, although it may not be directly related to the construction of (d),
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four students, who chose (1), wrote in Q7 that they felt it was good to receive immediate feedback
on their work and opinions from the instructor and other students. The following opinions were the
reasons for choosing (2) and (3) - reasons which prevented students from expressing their opinions.
“I am not good at speaking in front of a large group of people,” “I get nervous when I try to speak
on the spot,” and (In the case of online classes) “It is difficult to express my opinion when some
students set their video-off and I feel uneasy about what they look like.”

It can thus be suggested that the students who chose (1) had no hesitation or resistance to the
immediate exchange of opinions in a large group. Also, since the contents of the class was video production,
immediate feedback in class was useful to deepen understanding of visual communication and
human cognition and sensations, as well as improving representation techniques of video in order to
produce their own groups video more effectively. It is also probable that the students who chose (1)

likely had a similar perspective of this issue.

It is important for students to say their opinions easily in class, whether or not it is a question or
some other doubt or concern. Furthermore, students need to work well with the following factors:
“environment,” “strategy,” “rule,” “community” and “instructor's attitude.” These elements are

also related to the activity theory.

3.4 The Meanings of Writing the RS from Students’ Perspective (Q8)

Quantitative analysis of free-answer responses to Q8 revealed that writing the RS after each
class led to three subcategories: (A) Organizing thoughts, (B) Dialog with the instructor, (C)
Opportunity to speak up.

(A) Organizing thoughts:
Students can independently organize their thoughts by verbalizing in class and writing onto
the RS about what they learned in class. Furthermore, they can reflect the contents of the class to

deepen their understanding or clear up questions they had during the class.

(B) Dialog with the instructor:

Students can share their personal opinions, questions, and concerns during class with the
instructor through writing the RS. The instructor also gives comments back to the students, helping
to deepen their understanding. The students can perceive the fact that the instructor responds
individually to the students’ opinions, questions, concerns on the RS in a personal dialog between
the instructor and individual student. Also, on the RS, the students can share the topics that they
felt difficult to say before others in class or forgot to say to the instructor. It seems that the students
perceive the instructor as a person they can communicate with comfortably, which is surely

consistent with what Mlynarczyk (2006) clarified about “Teachers.”

34



An Analysis of the Effect of Student-Teacher Interactive Written Dialogue on Autonomous Learning in a Media Production Studies Class

(C) Opportunity to speak up:

Students could write even simple questions to the instructor on the RS. The RS functioned as a
dialog where students felt comfortable in expressing their personal and academic opinions as the RS
gave all students in class an equal opportunity to communicate with the instructor. Accordingly, the
students felt quite comfortable in writing the RS and expressing their honest and simple opinions
to the instructor. This situation made personal writing possible because no other students interfered

with the written dialog (Knights, 1985) . This applies similarly to sub-category (b) in 3.2.

3.5 Effects of Instructor’s Hand-Written Comments (Q9)
The following four factors extracted as the effects of receiving hand-written comments from

the instructor encouraged the following:

* motivated the students to write the RS even though the RS is not related to their grade or
evaluation of the class

* reduced the psychological distance between the students and the instructor, and made it
easier for students to participate in class activities

* conveyed to the students the instructor’s enthusiasm for them

* deepened the students’” understanding and learning of the class contents

By further analysis of another three factors were extracted from Effects of Instructor’s Hand-
Written Comments (Q9) as contributing factors to the above four points: (i) Instructor’s
attitude, (ii) Effects of hand-written characters, (iii) Clarity of the contents, all of which were
related to the fact that the instructor’s comments were hand-written. (i) was consistent with the
three elements of strategies for increasing learner motivation described by Dérnyei (2001), and
(ii) was consistent with some of the findings by Terada and Hozaki (2018), in that hand-written
characters convey the writer’s personality and emotional state. Students described that they felt
happy when they received hand-written feedback on their RS from the instructor. With regard to
(iii), it was pointed out that hand-written feedback allowed not only characters but also diagrams

and symbols, which make it easier for students to understand the instructors’ messages.

3.6 Concluding Remarks

The results support the concept of the activity theory overall in terms of the languages (quality
class discussions and the independent RS dialog) functioning as a mediating artifact for students
to understand the object of MPS. In fact, an analysis indicates many students in this EMI class
naturally and willingly used both English and Japanese interchangeably to communicate more
effectively with the instructor about their learning of the class topics. Additionally, the topics in

the RS were sometimes found to be related not only to learning itself but also to personal or casual
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topics. The findings of this study, therefore, suggest the possibility that the interactive written
dialogue was activated through individual students’ interests in the class topics, which itself
changed with the advancing classes. Possible further research would scrutinize the findings in the

present study more precisely, and validate them in relation to the class structure.
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Appendix
Figure A
A sample RS written by a student and the instructor in MPS class

MPS 2021 Reflection sheet ﬂ@ ﬂ€ .
@5 /W

1. What did you learn today? (4 H OfF¥E TR S &, ATEFEAIZERWNETD, )
Today I learned that visual(is interesting. Because even if people look at the > same
pictures, they get different i p et realized it by doing activities in this class.
Also, I thought “characters are v1sua1” is interesting. I also understand people get many
ideas from color am& characters. & — Dvre {9 BRSO
A HORRERELC, ik RIZRHIA 4 7)\’“’”‘33(7 ARVT BT, K& S, Ma i
LI L » 'CM‘%/\/EU iz, AILFOLDERERITVTSH, TNNVH /J‘
B A NS, EFIBEETRENTVANC L > TR IERNEDD Z ERHEHAVE
olc, BROBRELABEL T, WOBXFEEN T2 LT, D "\’3‘1”%1&]/»@!‘:’“1\
B2ZBEI b DEEDFELFELTNEL,

2. Any questions? (ERICB o7z &, RATWZ L LEFBEEELL I, )

Through many activities, I thought making production is fun. I learned more

9 W,,/\_[?L'
oo2021 st 10 [ Newc: N mj
g A

13
A XL"/ 710\ 7 /92_]
7 /3% kg
EETH X‘b\zﬁ‘ﬁ% W?/ﬂftt“f)i/\/
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LiR— b« 2 E MR SCE OMERICIE, %< ORZFAEDNREELZ B Z TV 5. [ESL

BART IBROPERE 1,018 AN ERBIC LA TIE, [EL 28 CHEFEREHO%
é#w#h@ﬁ%f%m~m%&fﬁfbfwé(§L 2010). HRI2iX, @BRETL
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Abstract : In the operation of a writing center, understanding users’ concerns is important for
providing effective writing tutorials. Although many centers have reported on their activities in
the past, there are few examples of systematic analysis that links students’ concerns with their
usage patterns. This study conducted a quantitative text analysis of 1,599 free-text entries extracted
from the reservation records of the Writing Center at Aoyama Gakuin University in the 2020-2023
academic year. The analysis aimed to clarify the characteristics of users’ concerns and their usage
patterns, such as document type and writing stage. The results showed that for reports, students
struggled with understanding the assignment or meeting the conditions and evaluation criteria. For
theses, they often worried about how the research question related to previous studies. In terms of
the writing stage, before writing, students were anxious about selecting a theme or topic; during
writing, they found it difficult to develop their ideas using the information they had gathered; and
after writing, they focused on identifying necessary revisions. Based on these findings, we suggest
potential improvements to writing tutorials tailored to different document types and stages of the

writing process.
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HE I AMOHML, FXFHICBTA2ET LE 2 —{FENICET oA 8L L, HERL
HBOBLEND, T L a—{FHAZEET 52 & OBEmNNESTE2HETHI ETH
L. —HRICHER X ERERY B K ONAE MR % o0, IMEEEEZITO 2 & 2HET
M. AR TIX, Murray (1968) I35 L U Bereiter & Scardamalia (1987) ®Z1H. %24 &12, #E
FEBBE DR ST, EEXTERMAZ2ETIZLVOPZEUO TAETHZ LOEEMICERTS
MEND, BT LE2—%1T 9 2 EOERNB IO IUEERZFER L. BE T,
Resnick (1987) D EEHE O IWHBIIFEMEIC KT 2 HEH 2 5Tis, HFOOMBEMEEZ IR L,
BEF OVESCRE 2 B ST T2 B E N 2 @D DHE ~ & FET 2 rREME 2 e L7-.

F—U—F EED), HERGEE), v Ea—, HEEHE

1. iILtwic

EF OB, ESUEENCH T 2 HERIEENIC L VIR B TE 2 FHEREOHV
ERFTT L2 ETHD. AR, (EUFEHICB T AT L E 2 —{EENC BT 2 50 2 A
L, E7 LE2—{FEOMRINESITEEET LI 2HMNETS.

— XN SCEOHERIE, SCENORRTFMT, SUERRFRY, WA R, 7R
HARZRE T2 CIC T 2 MEBEEZ T Z L 0nZ0. L, ELBEORMY vt A%
H L7z Bereiter & Scardamalia (1987) (2 XAUE, FE Z EIWCBGE L72FIT L, #HERIDOBRIZ,
HOOXEZETZITTIERLS, BOBREBIELTVWLIEETERTLHZ LIZIENT
WA EWS . F2, Murray (1968) (2 XAUE, HERIIE 32U % S X0V O ERED D
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LEPECH D LR LTS,

AWFFE T, EFE TR L7 Murray 3 & OF Bereiter & Scardamalia O %1 JIZHE-S &, By
NEZIETHZELEZHRICEZXDLZ L, TRLL-EHEN I LE2L 5 - EH S THE
MODHZEDTEDHERMIEENZITO) ZLICERL, E7 LE2—%1T) 2 L OHGRNER
i 35 N C U e R

2. MzdHnlkrl [Mzi X&) 25T HHEEEEIZ OV T
2-1. Bereiter & Scardamalia (1987) (T X B
Bereiter & Scardamaria (1987) |Z XL, CEAE Z LIZRGE L 72 expert & Hl0FE
novice MIEWME, —EEF o CH 2 EH X H 3 HERL Revision [FEIOEIZEND &0 9.
Bereiter 72 H1%, REHRORE L HBAIZH 2 DOE X 2 FHEL rework 5] SHEHL,
EHIMEF Td o7 Aldous Huxley NEE S EX KNV THEELIZBOIX, PIfE»20F
BELLEZLDEE NI FIZFESF TIN5,

They [writers] are used to considering whether the text they have written says what they
want it to say and whether they themselves believe what the text says, In the process, they
are likely to consider not only changes in the text but also changes in what they want to
say. Thus it is that writing can play a role in the development of their knowledge. (p. 11)
o EZ] 13, BABREWLXENETOFT NN EE2RLTNDNE I D,
o, BONEVLEXEPRLTNDZ L%, ADAANMELTVDENE S
BT 5 Z LIBNTWS. 207 R BT, WHIRELETZ LT
TEHRLS, BWEWIEETHEET L LETERLMEMIHD. DFV, F
T LIFELDOMmBERESELIHALZH S TWDL EWS Z & (FEEH

bRz REE 25 L, FSZLOBMERITE, BN ETMESFELT
52 LICRHTOEVEREEENLELRD. TOBFERITIT, AOBSWVIEWT L2 E
T2 2 LR TETWD DN E LA DI ITHRETT 2 &V OB X /v ofm b
NdH5.

2-2. Murray (1968) (T X BHIK,
EXTHY, RETIAT 4 TOHEHES & o7 Murray (1968) (XLLFD X 512~ T
Wa.

Revision—the process of seeing what you've said to discover what you have to say—is the
motivating force within most writers. They are compelled to write to see what their words
tell them. Revision can also be the motivating force within students—if they are given the

opportunity to experience the adventure of rewriting, (p. 56)
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TESCFBICRBIHE T L e a—TEB O e

T LU LA EI A A LT

Mz B O RNENERATDTDICAGNE ST LE2WENDL T EATHD
ﬁ%@,%<@¢%@ﬁ@1ﬂ@ﬁﬁ IiRo TS, #H1E, HIEOSENMIZ
BRATNDDNERDIZDICE NS D2/, HERUT, FAEICE > THLEKS
T@ﬁk@@ 6——%Lﬁ% HETELOERZERT MV G AN
1 (EHR)

There are two forms of revision—one internal and one external. Internal revision occurs
when writers are trying to find out what they have to say; external revision when they
know what they have to say and are revising or editing their work so it can be understood
by another audience. These two forms of revision, of course, overlap, but I believe they
are distinct and significant. Writers must first understand what they are saying if others
are to understand what was said. (p. 57)

HERUZIT 2 SOEDR H L. —DIFRHERLT, FEESFPERIMEST 5> <& »
EHMEL LS L LTWD LT s. b9 —DlFauH T, FEXFNAD
WA S 9 RENEZEREL TN, MOFRAFENBRTE 5 X 9IS DIEMIZ
XL THERCOIRE Z TR O L LTV DRITEZ 5. 2 b D 2 SOHERIZAITY
RERVESZLbHDIN, REIENENIMA THELRLDTHDLEERZD.
MEPNEOLNTVWDLZEZBMHL LD & T50061F, FEFIEETERL/MTE
Eo TV OO FET 2MERD D, (FEHEH)

Murray (1968) OHIFL TH LN/ > TWD DI, HRETRENE, BEWXEICEHEEND
MESE AST TRELTAZEETRENTIE RN EWI RThD. & ITHNHERIC
BWTIL, 25 FHHOMIZEZF XDV ONERRET L7012 Thbb EVv D). O,
—EENERE, SRERORBEEEZDDOTIERLS, AOOS NI L2 R
SBERLTWKZDOFRND L LTHRbD EHEZEIND., Murray OFERICL Y, #E
ROEENL, CERBLORY 2167, HDHWIE, LEOFEREEZFED D LWV ) EIT Tk,
B2 5N U2 EO L ICEFITELSRVITHEDWISENTE HD0, &
AN %&W%&%<ﬁ%éo&ﬁf%é&ﬂ%f%é

3. ET7LEa—DE#RBLVES
3. E7LEa—DEFR

47 (2013) 1%, TET L =a— (PHEFHD) &1, KALMHE, #HSmcFR%EONE
BT 5 [peer] LW HFENHAVOENTWBEZENLLNDXEH1Z, 77 v M AM
B2 R— A B A WViEmR L2205, [review] T 21K8TH S, [reviewl &1 ,%47%"\
FlizR L, BUEMOUEEZ HEICB IR ZETHDH. mXOEHTIE, I
NHFETHL] LTS m3®.ﬁ§(mm>m,rt?ut;—%mthH%ﬁ
T, BEVWOEBEREZZHL CTHAG Y. BRINIMEOERZWVNIZEY ANLTWD
DOPEFHIT 5. ZAUT XY, SCEHENAREY (BERFHEOMRE), SCTEEHOR
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ik (EXoEom b)) MEshd B2z bnd. 2B, bbb T L Ea—LiE, ¥
MHERED B AT 22T O TH Y, Fhifvam LRSI S 1 5 AN W C R4 B
DIFFEE D FiFr, £ O Xt L, SRS EIINEEEF 2T 7oA THY, B
RO TWHEETHSL] EFHBLTWD (p.126).

A (2009) BRUETE (2013) & HIZHE L TV L OFEE F L F UKL &R
FERHEWICLE 2 =275 WV REHEHL TS ZLTHD. 2FY, BT LE2—IC
X, RLBEAORWMEES, ZEZRANTHTE LTHUEICENTHINFIZBELT
HFED IR NG E TIER Y SET2 e W2 L 2 EW T 5. £72, BT L B 2 — peer review |04,
FRIIBT DML OEGRD Z L E2ET LD 2 & HEEGE.

B, A - I (2019) 1%, E7 LB a—Z B 0HRdEERNCSI LI HE N LD
AL EBLT, THOO/NROFMRHRL D72 D DUEROA T v a2 ViR ET b EHE
HINCFFHND Z LTI STV D D TIEZR LS, WA & xIRE D 2EM & & B3 5
CHETDVTARETHNEY, 2OV T ARET BEGOENTINGGD Y T V7255 F
LE2T7—=ThD L) REDDINEOBBREICHENREBERFOLHERIND ) &
FRZBRRTND (p.26).

FROBMAREZ DL, BT LE2—IIBNT 2FEENEZTE LML, F5 L
TOMEZFHATFE LTRML, T A FORYEDY & W o LEHENAZRA TE 5 R/18H
5. KIBROGE, FOOHIZET HENEENCI T 25 AFIE, AROME D5l 2 17
HDIFEEDHDZ EREV. ZHUK L, BT LEa—iL, HYOLENERICH X
JERESTL HZ L2 RETEIHHRTHLHLEFERD.

Nicol et al. (2013) I, E7 L Ea—NEHEENLFEEE~HWNCT 4 — v T &
T2 ETliEenE V) SIZFEH L, “feedback should be conceptualized as a dialogue rather
than as a one-way transmission process and notes that from this perspective both the quality of
feedback inputs and of students’ responses to those inputs are important for productive learning”
(74 =R 71X, —FHRDRET AW L LA, xEEE LTINS
NETHY, ZOBRPHIE, T4 =Ry 7047y hOELLBIZ, FHEICK
74— KRRy 7T DINEDE S, AENRTFEICLE-TEHETHD ] LERHLT
W% &) Nicol (2010) DA Z#Z1F 72 ET, 7 L Ea2—DOEFK%, “Peer review is
defined here as an arrangement whereby students evaluate and make judgements about the work of
their peers and construct a written feedback commentary. In effect, students both produce feedback

-

reviews on others’ work and receive feedback reviews on their own work.” [ 7 L B = —(%, =
CCIEFEENMOMBEOMERZTMEL, HWiETL, 207 4 —F Ry 27 &2HELLT
ERLT DIV RDIZ L ER SN D, FERRITIE, FREFIMEOEMTHLTT 4 — Ky
L bEa—%RE L, ARHCADOERICL 7 4 — Ry 7 LE 2 — &% W5 | (FEEFR)
LTS (p.103).
FROERMTERTRXE, ET7LEa—TO7 41— Ry 7X@ Thd ) 2
EThHhD. REICHE, FEHERLETT7 4 — MRy 7 283U, ©7 b a—iE
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BEKIZZETT 5. LoL, Nicol 2 b DM I IS ITIE, A KEBERDIIZITR-7-7 4 —
RN 723 LTURE L LD &) BRMEERFEL, BUREZ0%ICki #ifis & o7 n
BRNZENEDINENENS ZETEEEZD.

32. ET L E 2 —%17 ) LENRER

3-2-1. NI R B Bt DK

REAEICH L THLOBERZRT /Mg B0 5 LR 2T 7238 (2009) 1%, 7 %
AHEIREBEZ, CTEORE LICRIAME S TEDLEVWIBEX ERF->TD. A -
Hi)ll (2019) TIEZEDOZ &% TET LW EROFIHATREME] &L, €706 [E
EFTOFERR o720 T OUFROREN SNV T 572 LT BEIR & L CTHRE
52&T, FEXFREANTITO L0 RBIAMNBDR L THER, £ D5 OREIR 4
DB O AIEEICHT D L 912725721 L LTS (p.25). I LI, BRI (2019)
%, FELZERRRELEEFEEZFLE) TRVWEESFL TIIHEORELHICBWTEVWYH
HEVIHRERE X ET, THRUGRERD D2 WITESRBONTNG H D REE ORI &
FNEETDHEDOTHY, b2 ZITEAN TS L TEET L72DI121%, BoEHD
BIERITENZ R L CWA Z BRI L D7 8, JTANHHEICIT ) Z LIRS Tide
EIRRTND (p.24).

3-2-2. HABPEWEXFEDRE

KN U TR ST A E - 2 R AT o 7202 KIE - 1eig (2016) 1%, THHTF
B D2 EITIE, BOOFENWECRICEBHR I DN, DHDIC WRILIZR -
TR E VS TEND, AZRBME@MNHET, BHO [E#L) et rz /Ao L
DRUITHD) L CEEHRT 2 EEMEICAN DS — T, [ By N EWZ LA BE
LTH, RNI+oemiI# Ly, 28R 0B NN E > TUILEONFREH N
T3 TSI, AR LY B ORHA ST CHALY LT, Rtk
BOGRTHT, BHAARE, WEOREE) TRV ENZ2HLINLTHD. |
EHERLTWD (p.149). £ LT, MLFITHERL L TH 5 5 2 & T, B TIER D021 -
TR (BRSO VI WETE) BLMNIRD. TIE2EETDHIET, X
BERHREINDLITHAH] L LTS (p.150).

AR - 1 (2019) 1E, BT LE2a—%2BI7kH 2 LT, HONENWEXELEOMIC—
EORFHEI LA ID Z ENTEXAHE L, ZDOEFRE LT LT A b ~DOKILDTED |
EHETTND (p.25). AT BIE, HATHET 2BICHLENTT CIITIDOTIHARL,
HHRRERF Z BN IZ I BN E NI DIFEL D AT E > TRERZ2 tips THDH &L,
FEEFERASOEFENZLEEH L &, ERICEFVTHDL LELHAF L Lot BfE
LTV EFTRL, BEFLLTTZ2BVEETED &) [T F A b (mental
text) ] D ENTLEI ZEBBRLTND. Thbb, BEXFLLTOEVWELED
FUIED, HEREETARXEMORRLEZGT VWD, oL, BAOREVEZIEICT -
LMEBNDOSBTFHDOTIE AL, MEFO/NREGHAT AL NTHRERERICL Y, EEE
BNV CEOHERHEENR IR D E NI ZETHD ] LTS (p.25).
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3-2-3. HEBP DOLERIRUEE R DL

A - m)INE, TR ORI o8N LT, TESOENWEXEICaAY a5
BE#ENRLEROBRENMIOND Z LI, BomATE L Ta Ay b LEMmED/N
MO BWHEDTODF T a b RT AT 4 T HFHZENTEDW, WIHERT DB
VR ATRE 7R e R OBPUE M L s Z OINE LS L 5 5| LR TW D (p.25).
Nicole et al. (2014) X, E7 L E2—%2{TH9RD 1 2D& LT, HIRMIZ KV hoH
FINOBEEOT 4 — RNy 7 E2b 55 ZENARRICARDZ EEEHRL TV D, ZOERIT,
FFEENMEZ LS 7 0 — Ny 72— 526150 TIE7RL, FEEBGNTF
WLk A 727 4 — Ry 7 OPNLHERBOZERE L, FITEL2Z2L72L4 09
(p. 103).

3-3. ET7 L E 2 —%17 5tk EE
3-3-1. V4 IV X —DFED RO I B D 2 M LTI < e

Baker & Lundstrom (2009) 1%, E7 L E o —{F81Z24T 5 XZHBHFTERD 508, KU
ROVTFEBENT 4 — R 756535, $HRES L7 —F Ry 72 Loz
LHE0ICHREE Y TDHIEIEEIRARTWS. £, BEFIIEITA T 4 VT ARV ERR
T2 LREIRED, FEEDE S OECERHICTHMECTE 235 L L TEEFTLOHELE
D EFDZERROEND ERRTND (p.31).

Z @ Baker 7= LN EREFEOLG OB SFELE LTNWD DX, Vg IV X —DREDRK
ITHERENK zone of proximal development D %1 R Tdh 5,

U 3 F— (1956, 1996) 1%, [HEMIHET LML > TRE S NDHE FO%R
KL, FELIEATEMITHFEOHR T, BEEZMSGEIZEET HIKELDOH W
DOFGED, 8 b OREOFMHEEIRZRET S (p.298) @A LTWS. 2D ET
OO OWFETIE, H2FMDH 5 BB CREZEOFGIHEFEIRICH 5 b DI, 2T DB
BECEL N OFEAREEICEITL, EBETH LW ZEEZHBIRL TS, 0257 b,
T ELREGHERTTEAZ L0, FIHIITMNITTE AL )15, ) EHERHRLTVD
(p. 302).

Baker 72 H I L B 2 — IR MT 2 FEHEIT L > TOFERIZHONWT, FELS Z LIZER
TWARWEEENEZFBIOLE 27 =L LTOMBIELARN S, WIS EBRET %
AL L RN BFRE > TN D &0 9 JEfTHFIE (De Guerrero & Villamil, 2000) % 281572 |- C,
(74— KRNy 7T LZTRAMHET L E2—iEEn L0 EGH 2 LN E 72
512259 MhBEOLEEAHREMICL Ea—F25Z L%, KMICLVERZALD
LEa7—, DEVHEHSOXELREL, SCGERLERENZ EMICFHIL, 2 aE
ETEXAFEEFETCHIEIZORDBDHAREERH D) (BHFR) WO MEAZRLTND
(p.31).

B L a—b U I — ORI B3 5 A LA BRELA ) 72 Baker 7o H OB 2
EHEZDHE. BT LEa—EHEITH) L OERIT, ETRENKEELY 4 — KRy
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BT HIETICEELRNZ ENG05. MFICTONTTELZ LA, RITIZAS
—ATHRDESIZRD LV I T IV X—ICLDHAICESTIE, ©7 L a—FHT
BERELEEZEEFLLTOREARIEESIELESAD. 2F0, 7 LVE 2 —{FENISINT
LZEDERIT, 74— RNy IR TLELHEIET LN ZLIZEEELT, ME
MHEDT 4 — KRy JIZE S TRIRTEDL Loz b, HlZIE, LEDOFHA TN
KOS 72 803, Aoomiks UTESGIN, BlEHESITONLEUEENICANS
LHZELIZETHDLEEBEZLND.
3-3-2. b=t o EER BT S 5D < i

S (2023) 1%, ESFRERMLHEFEEO~A F)L « b~ a B g2g L subsE &
LT X, BB CEL RESEHZ U FEHO—>Th oM@ vE & BT nwor 7T
AT 4T 2RLTND.

Tomasello et al. (1993) DAL FE DGR % £ & ®[E L 7= Tomasello (2016) 1%, fti&dF
T, F IR E D 5SS because of or from another individual & V) 9 (RS X A LIAE
DOERFFATHAMRELZ LR L BT, UEFEORFEAL TO L S Ik Tn 5.

...human culturally learn things through another individual and her perspective on the
situation (e.g., which strategy to use given a certain problem situation) . Cultural learning
thus depends on how the learner understands the individual from whom she is learning,
for example, as an intentional agent who both pursue goals and attends to things relevant
to those goals. Cultural learning, and only cultural learning, enables individuals to
learn through one another in powerful enough ways to support the cumulative cultural
evolution of human artifacts and practices over historical time (the so-called “ratchet
effect”). (p. 643)

A &, 2 ORBICKT 5 Al LTS (202, e
BRDUCIBNWT ED L D T2 5 ~&2). ULFEIL, FEERFATH
DMENZE ED X SITHFET 20MUKEFT D, BlxiE, LbICAELZERL, 20
HERICBET 2 HEICBINT 2 B R L LT U5, € LTUe®
BOHRIZE T, AT, BEWEZEL THRALLY S THESI ERATREICR Y,
ZIUTEL AR 2 00T CEE SN, AHOREMSCEIBEOERE X225
DTHD (ZHFTWbWwd [7F =y bR LFHIND). (EHR)

F 72, Tomaselloetal. (1993) TIHEHHFEICHOWTIILATO X IZiH & TV 5.

Imitative learning and instructed learning are means of cultural transmission: By
modeling or instruction the adult passes to the child valued elements of the culture.
Collaborative learning is different. Collaborative learning takes place when neither

interactant is an authority or expert; the intersubjectivity is symmetrical. Two peers work
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together to solve a common problem and, in arriving jointly at a solution, they coconstruct
knowledge, as in most cases of scientific collaboration. They then individually internalize
this coconstruction. Collaborative learning is thus distinct from the other two processes
of cultural learning in that it is a process of cultural creation or coconstruction rather than
transmission. (pp. 500-501)

B8 LRy B, SURDEBEZEFETHD. 2FED, RKABET IV V7R
RICE ST, FHICSUEINIED S D5 BEHFEZInx 5. LavL, BEHEITIne
350D, BETFEIT, EbLO0SME bHERFECHEMFE TIIRWE X ITfThh
%, ZLT, MHAFBMENIHIITHS. 2 A (E77) 7338 o R E % fig
R D7D L, LR THRRICREES DR, 6 13k e LRSS 5.
L, ZLORENHBTRONLFRICBPTWD. £ LT SIEZ O [FEMHE
Faef@plicAmibd 5. 2ok 912, BEEEIE. UbofmEE I L, X
EDABERLFMED 7 1 2 TH 5 RIZBNT, o2 SO FEE O T
A LITERD. (FEER)

EFECHER L7z Tomasello & 2378 L7 LFE B L OHEIFEHORB L ET L E 2 —f
FAEMBOMT D Z EICE o THLMNCRDDIE, BT LEa—F#HoLEE, BTk
THEREINADEENBERTHA W) Z L7, 2FD, W77 44— KXy 7 %2#L
TET ThHMEOHSEZMERATHLICLY, BOBZLERE LT REZ L
ERETED LIRS, e, BODDLETICH LTI 4 — Ry 7 252 DBRICh.
mimﬁﬁf&%%ﬁé%@%%$m T HZ LT D, uL@i5&mE¢%%&
BEORBIL, BEMIITE2OMEE LTHRbERD. EOEBRLLODE 2 5T
Lf%ﬂ%ﬁ%@#é_k%LLtﬂﬁ%qi,@Am ZHRIE L AT O BRIC i%%f%@
WEA D T, MBS RRDIREEDNORAIEZ T D Lo T — R fRE TR

TEX VW EThHAD.

FRUCR L7t S EERMIE I ST, fEXOET L E a2 —IFEIIBEOH T T
L 7>it %L@mioﬁ&wﬁafi@w &, Fe, FEBIIRACEUNRAFE TR
WEWS ZERPALMNIRD. APMEEESEEZBL CaIa=r—a R0, A
WCEEBEZXY, HEMEAERET D 2 A SUEAIEORHRE L WV ) RFIC XX, %
BENENNCLEEFGHAANT 4 — Ry 7 21T 5 L0 2 FENE, F SsubrvalE
OTuERAIEELTWSZ LTk b.

4. BHE—FRBGEHPOBEP D

AFO BT, EXXHEICB T2 8T L E 2 —/GENCBE T 228l L, BT L Ea—
EATH 2 EOMRMINLESIT #EETH L ThoTz. RKETIE, 28, 3ETOEMIC
Nz, Resnick (1987) DFREE KT AL Z I, ET L E 2 —%4T ) BERAIfLE D
TEEETD.
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Resnick (1987) [ E kI, %&ﬁﬁf@ﬁ%ﬂﬁ%%%ﬂ%f%bfwé &,
FRICFEENFEOP TN EE LN TS Z EIChiF bivTng. BRMICE 21X, F
BHBEIZBWTE, BESCT A M EEEFE AN TH¥D Z &@ﬁ#ihb%hé
—F T, HBFEEROFZIBOTL, ANTkx 2t & WL, HAF L 274 LA,
RN BREICID A TN EWV D (p.13).

LI ED X 9 72 Resnick DA 2 F DB I T DIESUFEN S TEIH D Z iz L > TH
BINZIR D Z LN, 2D AMBHROMBEETH H. FOOHITE T HEEEENL, FEE
DEMTEN - CELZIFEE O LR HA, dHliT D & W) RE S L7z NHBR TR+ 2
e xbHDH. —F, A %%@%Ti$%£< L, BOOERERSE X A OM
FOFEVHRBADIENEEELERD. ZOHE, EX LT HETIS, 77, EX EXo

THENTRITIE, MED» DAL RIEBORISEZ TS 2 &2, ZARF NI CE
EHERT D, HOVTROEEAEFECHRY 5 5.

PERDFEE OVESTEB A INIH TR 2 7 n e X & EE > T D EBURICKT L,
R ERORRZHEAT L2 L1, FHAL TYELZEC I LOEREBERTL L
WZRB1EAD. DFD, HENTEINDLETH-72E LT, ZIUTHR LM%
TiFe<, MECHELEOELY 2RO L FEE L TESIT NS Z LT, FEHEOE
T EITHRT 2RI ELT D AlHEME & 5. Resnick (1987) OftHIZ#E 2 5
ZEIZLY, BEFOEHEE IR LT, RIS RENZEDH8E~ & AR
LENRAPNDES A L.

Wl

5. liam & A

ﬁﬁ@i TESCEBNCH T 5 BT U B o — GBI HL 2R D HER O 72 O A T B Tlid /e

, FEEMOLSOMEENZBL CHOEBAZRET 2HE 7oA THDH Z &,
it SACHIANE DS & U CHERE T 2 FTREME 2 BERRIOICIEEE L, B BGICE T 2 EEM
BREREWAGNICLE. DLEOE@RIZLY, AT, E7 L a—%ET 5Hm00E
fHF %, £ Z EOYLHAE DRI Z R T oS LT 5.

EE LTHET oD, BXFOTAT T 4T ABROYE LT, HERIEE % L
SSEDELICONTOBRHETHD.

2-1 BEV22 TELEDIZL DT, HRUTIRTI T OB IELCER R ERTO#F B L2
IHELT, ARIIMES % iww®ﬁéﬁ<%%¢é EbhEEND. T T rRRY
ﬁéiﬁ_Lo%@kbfﬁbhé@f%ni,E%i&@io&aﬁ%ﬁafﬁ%@*
THEXTWLDNENWI ZEEAETDOITAT VT AT ATKRICEDAEEL 7257255,
UEDE I T AT T 47 4 BRICBED DEE L W) BFRE EBLT HHERIEEI 4 KT
5D ETHERBRENSMZA O ICT B2, BRAFE O R ETEH Uit 72 58T 2324
B DHTEAD.

ANPMEEaI 2= —2a 20, EWVIOSE LAV A0 TEETZ A
DIFHZEEAREETAHIHEIDO | OBRET LE2—JFEiEt W2 57249,
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Abstract : This paper aims to review studies on peer review activities in writing education and
reflect on the theoretical positioning of implementing peer review from the perspective of revision
activities. Revision involves identifying rhetorical and structural content issues and making
revisions. However, drawing on the insights of Murray (1968) and Bereiter & Scardamalia (1987),
this paper emphasizes the importance of rethinking the writer's writing during the revision stage.
Based on this stance, it elaborates on the practical and sociocultural significance of conducting
peer reviews. In the discussion, drawing on Resnick's (1987) critique of the non-collaborative
nature of school education, the paper examines the insularity of writing instruction and highlights
the potential for reconstructing existing writing education into an approach that enhances students'

capacity to communicate with society.
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The Economist 1%, #F « E VX ATTICTHEE LT, WRIKWEEEZ 72 SR TERD -
TWC, WEEEEZRETHHEDOV LD TH L7 TiIe<, R TR BEERMEEEDOO
Lol I Tn5. fE bREEDLHF 2 5T « S OB & LT O UHY
P C &7 Writing with Style 1%, FB52 7 L&Y L CuW5 Lane Greene IZ X 5, [AFED
k- EXOEE L WS LEMITOEETH D, REICTHH I NVIEHEIC L D &, Greene
X, TVHN s ma—R, KEALTF¥—, BRMNOE TR, I, =xrX—, &R,
T AU HBIEe E&2FEFETHY L TE T, BIEIX “Johnson” LI IZFEF T L L AN
A EFEEZ TR TS, 9y HRFEEZFET LM SN THT, T E TOFEEITIT You
Are What You Speak: Grammar Grouches, Language Laws, and the Politics of Identity (2011) <°
Talk on the Wild Side: Why Language Won't Do As Its Told (2018) 72 3% 5. [Al=2 T AT
L CTIEAMHE Y43 D Steven Hugh-Jones 7> 6 5| E V72 L BFEIZ RSN TV S, AR B
B, RERE 2R T DMEREDT- DI, FBFEOERNERS, POEERNTOH L3 T L=
A MPEWTZARENS, AARD, FICRFPOHUEREIEREL TV L5 RFEEICL -
THRBRMRZSIEHT L THD.

ARELMBT DL ZANBMED LS. KEDOFEIL, George Orwell X° Mark Twain 055
Sx5IH U725, originality CAINE), clarity (B X), concision (f#ii# &), honesty (G
FX), humility (GEHES), lucidity (BMTS) @6 D& [FFEOHEE L LTHEIF TS (p.
1-2). 2K D, ZORBEEIRZRN D b HFFEOBMES L LT X5 22z
DFF 10 FETH Y, Z ORI “The big things” LS c= v A ERD 5 &, #4413 “The
details” & RES U2 FRIE D%} 5 BIC L o TR STV 5. B OHFEZE - <X
i GF1%), EREBLHMMGFELLS IS Z Licxd 28D (B2 %), PR
LEA D 2 EOHERE (5 3 5, BUTET D kkx 2 &50iE (B 4 3), HERCOBOEDO FIE - (5
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5%),IRFA LA BAREEM] (G 6 &), AlGim vy (557 %), BA4 R EOXRTLE F
8F), TAVNFFHLA XY RHEFEDE (B9 H), KIUTF - /INLFRNA 707 ED
WA S (5 10 ), RKEIZSUECET 2 HFEEMTTMA 6T D.

AKEPP > TWDHTRXRTORBEEZRBNT D Z EIIAFROMIENT T & Z A TIERVNR,
7o & 2, FOVHEEEZ WD _REE M 25 LTV 55 1 3 “Old and short: words” 72 E'3,
EEPBIT TOLMRICHRI L0 ) BIRICEH L CREEHROHE TOHEBNRH 5 Z L 26
WTWT, FFICHEBREN SO0 H D, K7 VT U, 7V FROSFELFHE L T\ T
URUAN, 7 VEEEL W —< A, P ROSHEEZHE LTV T 7 A X7,
77 UABDIHFHFEEFE L TN ) N AR EPRALTET, 22 THELh T
BRIk A BB DT b DD, 6 AR A LT 7 m « $7 Y  NOFFED
MPGFEDOAILTH U Feld TWT, BRI A G EARR 28 fE 2 RO T8 Tkt
WCHkT 2. 7orm 7 U NOFREEIZIUVITXLITHEEH TH Y, AEOBEE - 15
B E ST, TNEHEANICHBSZE LI ED. TN EDRFEFEMERZ TNDHNE
YALT, BELYEDOBBRIZBITARVCEMRAEHAZEICLTEO L, REICHLES LT
W EEFITIRRTWD (pp. 8-12). DT & #=FHHIL, “short words are best, and old words,
when short, are best of all” & V> 9 Winston Churchill (2 X 2 S 12E ) 172, The Economist
A6 T 2004 FEICAT R ORISR EOEBRZSIH L CRAT 5. 2 2 TIEXEIRIND
K% F CHESOERIENY THEAINTWD. AR TIE Greene (2 X 55| ORI
AR LE 9.

And, not for the first time, he was right; short words are best. Plain they may be, but that is
their strength. They are clear, sharp and to the point. You can get your tongue round them.
You can spell them. Eye, brain and mouth work as one to greet them as friends, not foes. For

that is what they are. They do all that you want of them, and they do it well. (p. 7)

ZLT, IO TTIEERWR, HITIEL)-7z. BWSENRRROE. 15
WEEZE D LIV WD, 2R EZN N0, Zivnid, HET, $il, iEHTun
5. BHEENZIELLBETHILENTEXSL., ZNEBDHIENTESH. HEMNE
ARNEDDL > TEINWT, ZNHEEITIERSAANE L THZS. ZNZ2E
MDENSDFEDHEFT NG, ZbiE, EFBLTUILWVWI L 2T XToTL
naHL, EFRICReoTINA.

B2 IR SREDOFERNEFEICMA L CTE I b b7, RAWD I ORGED LE A
I LTZ & ZAFBEDKI 49 N—F v bR~ UEBICEEEFSOLDE -7, SO if
THLEMLURNG, Greene NHFEDHKEETHDLT 7 « 7V L FEDEEM % A
FTHLIEORLUIESLLHNTHL (p.11). Wbwb Yy —IrOZACERMEH S,
NI T ARGE - TTURBICHRT DL 07 WVNSSTZEWHELETE DRI S Z &
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NUITULIZ—EROETHLESND D, 1L, 0T S0edliliedzbl-bEb
BEMTOLEEO/ELTLHEZATHD. ItexiE, P~ @EROgft LV b7 T
VAFEND DIEHTH D present DIE DB L D —XAITH D L EFHITHDO TS (p. 13).
Fz, BFENREERIERY T - 77 VEBICHRT A e < TRV A2k &
ST EN, SEIFREFHICHET AR E S~ VIEEROEEISIT TREN L E 950
W95, 7 AU D SF{EZ Poul Anderson |2 X % /3127 ¢ “Uncleftish Beholding” % 5| 3~
HZEIZEoTmRaEnd (p.12). THHH FE7 Greene IZ X D5 HORPEIE T 2/ L &
D

The underlying kinds of stuff are the firststuffs, which link together in sundry ways to give rise
to the rest. Formerly we knew of ninety-two firststuffs, from waterstuff, the lightest and barest,

to ymirstuff, the heaviest. Now we have made more, such as aegirstuff and helstuff. (p. 12)

Lo TWAWEITILETH Y, TNOHRNL DD IFETHEO DN TIEN DY

BaERMT. hOoTHXLIL, LR THRH#ERKEND, KHbEWVWY T ET, 92
BOTFEEH> TV, WERLIL, FTV=2U LRIV b= hE ol &6
DR EAERHB LTS

BAIDHER— N DX IR+ T, FETEHIT N BEL TV SAEFICHE
FEOZIRMEICERI S NZE D122 203, RIS 2K 5 Greene DERIT—H L T
WL L, AEORH 100 R=VIF LEFEATEIrNVTOTEHLOH = Y —%
WLTHDZILLTELDT, FBRTHOBZEZODATBL FIEWRbONLEAS. &
1 EOBN-TI4 & BF O&E], 5 2 B CITREBEBRSOSURICEEREA TV A, T
D20 BRI 208 & L ORENH AR, BEREOLVEEEBEWVIZYHIRS TN RE
72, EWIHEFEFEOLRERNMEEYIBREND. LFAOBEBGFELS, T TIFEL TVWDREETE X
D2 EITOWTHREAMED 2 EAHH S, 20 FERTHAFTEL TV T 20 % HAAEL TV
LHTHAIBREEIBEMRTREITELVIMARBREND (p.23). ZDOX ) REBRD—R
ELT, FEFIE, WEREETEAICBIRDLTWD, ZHNRRBELOF W ZIZE
ETH 5. 72L& 21X, slaves % enslaved people, homeless people % people experiencing
homelessness & SV VL2 5 K 95 B & 1%, ZRIICOWVWTEZET IR LTH,
FTTIZH LOWSEB WA ERNREREZ T O T D 2 &2k s, EEHITHBRHL TS (pp.
34-35).

ST, AEIL FELEO T, BHRATREBEZH D> TELAMICE T, HoltZ &I
bD, T @ﬁ%#%%nt (TP BN KD R FRIC O T O HE R A
HZTND. 200 NRIEZIGICHIZ 0, FERRICRS7eb DT THTRTE
ZZIZELZEEFTERVL, IERFEBIC ?673?0“( LEIN, FIZRELEDNDI DL
WS OPEMLE Y. T, FERRICR TN bDIZ THFREEZES X TE LT
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ZEIRE A D/ D] EWOFRRNH D, Greene b TE HIEITREENREA H W D &
ZELTHDER, TOHBE LT, ZTEETIIZOITAOEEENINSINDZ ERHD
LIRARTUN S, 2RIV T Ronald Reagan (2 5 “Mistakes were made” &) 9 FEE A
AR D honesty IZ T 2H1E LTHEITFLNTWD (p.2). 72771, BEFICESEZ Y TR
WE) BDNGERR, BEHOERICH LUMEREZE L TN EEET 255877 8, 1§
WOBHLE WA TZEEREZAVZIEI NN ELH D L) FEFOMDUL, R D
WEEZ i, HE, BRDI9 XA TEENCERL TV THHY, ZhIEbNd &
ZATH-7 (pp.39-45). Ziunb, BARMAA GO IERIFRHEIZIE which, HlRAEIZIX
that Z WD REEL Hb - T, EBEOXGETITHRIRAER LITLIEZE S o ThinZ
EITATEZ E R ® D FEFNL, OO IFIEK 100 FERiICEFEMRES O H. W. Fowler
BEELZHOTHY, HLETHLOLEOORRBICHE RNV EWVWIFRELMD Z LN TE
% (p.53). 61T, And TEUT UV AEBD TUXWNTRNE W I HZRH DD, i,
BHEICEDE, SUEMICEENE WD Z TR, 72720, ZhaT o LT 201xE
MLV EWNI L, ORI ZHE VDRI RDEVI KT, ZHEHRD LN
HHDTHD (p.50).

AARDFEEENYGELCCESENTCE LSRN D BN EREHEIEL
NHGmEbTE LD 5. FREXOK S HITZEOL I RPIOERH L R->TNDH. Zi
HLEEZWSOMBNMLED (ZHBBIET V7 77Xy MET). challenge 28 [[H#E] L)
BEHRAEWTZHINTETCNT, bo LR HEARATIZI DOWEERSH D (p. 90).
hopefully 72 & DV Wb 2 TEMOFIFIE B BT RO CTHT 52X TH 5 (p. 109).
issue % problem D [FIFEFE & FL7e 3 X TlI7e\ (p. 215 p. 112). relatively Z (a7 & bt
B PIEDRUMNE D DO (p. 126). THUHTRTHEI E I IRNC LT, FFHFAE
LA RIEFEAT 4 T THICLTHRLEES> TOWERERELEENTNT, Lhik
FoTEZ TN L EASE LN,

AFEIFZL—ETITWMBRNTZATEDH Y, FEENENE LEORNERWEG EE X T
WO ZENRZITOND. LD, BOCEANR—ETIZEFEEOBFOYTHL. T
L2, ERFEREAVWD L OICHFR DT 77 ZIFUFO X IcE N TN D.

So concrete nouns make life easier for your readers, who can “see” what you are talking
about as well as think about it. And cognitive ease is highly associated with perceptions of
persuasiveness. Or, as ordinary human beings would say it: people like and trust things they

can easily understand. (p. 16)

L5V oTbiF T, BERMARATITETORET-HICL > TidFE L EMIZ L T
LHDT, WHITHEFTDE>TWNDHZ LIZHONWTERDLZLETTIERLS 975

ZEMTED. £LTC, MR ELORGHWETFEHEORM L SEICHEEGIND. HDW
L, EEOANHRSZINISITEILEAI AL IHRICHMETE 52 & 27,
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Frs) &.

F7, L, NI TTE I BT UATEL Z LIFEFIC LR ARX IV,
W) ZEEDIAT AT 7T 73 i TR .

One-sentence paragraphs should be used only occasionally. (p. 75)

LBy T VAT ONRT 7T 71372 F I UMl 9 R_Rx Tldzeu.

The Economist D7 DEE &\ 9 BIfE72 F e xd b o e ARAEZ w5 2 L%, [FEE
~DOFRRE A E LW FEERICE > THLARTHD. EEVFEGEOREE L THERLT
WT, BRE /INBERBIERICE D2 b 000 H LR oIS, CEOER SN
MRS Z2EmA UDERINE, URICRT 2 AR Z2E 27 & L CHIEICET 5. £72, BARD
FEENMED LI T LRI E O REKRIERE S, FEHEM—T 270D D NEM LR
ORI ZB O T OO T REVIEFMTINHDZENEL o0y, FEHENRBDEY
DI RRHES CIGEE EMBERH TE L L XICHLEDOREA DA KT A Tk 2 BRfiR
ZHSENLDIZLTINDEA) . IHITE, IV, #EEERVLEBERICRTT 5
FEHROEMIRAHBRICHEE L WHOHIHABI THZ LN Z ENT-NUd L. b EE
RHEEDEFEDA—FET, LVDITHCERNIRENEAREDRFTTHD.

DM EGDIZENHELWE WO BRT, ARTIEA v —Fy P LOFHITB R LTV RS, “Uncleftish
Beholding” ZaRIHNTHI2H7-5TIE, WD Anglish ZDHNONDHA "B BIZLT-. R F %22
M (e f& B HIE 2024 412 A 23 H) . https://anglish.fandom.com/wiki/Uncleftish_Beholding
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