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The purpose of this study is to explore L I use in L2 writing from the perspective of
Vygotski an Sociocultural Theory (SCT). We examine whether generating ideas in Ll ,
compared to generating ideas in L2, results in infe rior L2 writing. The palticipants
were 42 Korean EFL students. As Palt of the course requirements, the students we re
requi red to hand in 400-word essays on a given topi c. Once the writing was completed,
th ey were asked to write down about what language(s) they used to prepare for the
ass ignment and why they used this language or these languages. The data analys is used
here stems from two ways in which the data were coded, use of language(s) during idea
generati on and a global-level essay analys is. This study has shown that more than half
of students use their L 1 whi le writing in L2 to some extent. Regarding the effect of L I
use on L2 text quali ty, L 1 use does not appeal' to be negati vely re lated to L2 text
quali ty. This does not confirm the resu lts of earli er research, which suggested that Ll
use has a detri menta l effect on L2 text quali ty. We argue that the L I is an already
internalized and very effecti ve meditational means that learn ers will resort to,
principall y for discovering and shaping mea ning and as support in moments of
cogniti ve di ffic ul ty.
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I. INTRODUCTION
In the last two decades there have been many studies that are related to the use of the
first language (Ll) while writing in a second language (L2) (Akyel, 1994; Breetvelt et aI.,
1994; Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 200 I; Choi & Lee, 2006; Friedlander, 1990; Huh, 2001 ; Ji
& Kim, 2007; Qi, 1998; Stapa & Majid, 2009; Uzawa & Cumming, 1989; Wang, 2003;
Wang & Wen, 2002; Wolfersberger, 2003; Woodall, 2002; Yang, 2007). While
recognizing that various theoretical and methodological concerns limit the generalizability
of such fmdings across settings or languages, van Weijen et al. (2009) contend that first
language use can be beneficial in some contexts and for some writers. In their study, "all
writers use Ll while writing in L2 to some extent" (p. 246).
Besides, use of the L 1 does not seem to be restricted to beginning L2 leamers. Evidence
that L2 leamers, including the most advanced, resort to the L I in problem-solving tasks
was fOlmd by Centeno-Col1es and Jimenez (2004). In their study, advanced L2 learners
resol1ed to the Ll when the problem became too difficult. Yet another argument was raised
by this study that "the LI manifested itself as a key factor in the process of reasoning" (p.
7). Unfortunately, studies directly relating L I use during L2 writing to text quality are few
(See van Weijen et aI. , 2009), but there are some indications that translation from the L I to
the L2 and L 1 use during L2 writing can be beneficial for L2 writers (Cohen & BrooksCarson, 200 I ; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992; Uzawa, 1996; Uzawa & Cumming, 1989). In
add ition, Knutson (2006) found that Ll use does not necessarily result in texts of low
quality. In fact, "all six wri.ters in [her] study used Ll for text generation on the word,
phrases, or sentence level" (p . 97).
The most central concept of Sociocu ltural Theory (SCT) is that higher mental processes
(voluntary attention, intentional memory, logical thought and problem so lvi.ng) are
mediated (Lantolf, 2000a; 2000b). Vygotsky (1987) argued that just as humans do not act
directly on the physical world but rely, instead, on tools or meditationalmeans, we also use
symbol ic tools, or signs, to mediate and regulate our relationships with others and with
ourselves. Humans use symbolic artifacts to estab lish an indirect, or mediated, relationship
between ourselves and the world . Within sociocultural theory, "a ll forms of higher mental
(cognitive and emotional) activity--and that includes [writing in L2] --are mediated by
culturally constructed material and/or symbo lic means" (Swain et aI. , 20 II , p. 6).
The writing process, which engages English as a foreign language (EFL) students fully
in multiple and simultaneous acts, is demanding, often laborious, and potentially stressful.
Certainly, in EFL writing, idea generation and the use of long-teml memory are further
complicated (Scott, 1996). nlat is, students tend to have a wider range of ideas and this
involves the retrieval and organjzation of infOlmation stored in long-term memory. This
retrieval could lead to an overload of their shOI1-term memory. Once tllis happened,

Mediation Through the First Language During the Second Language Writing

71

students may revert to L I for much of their cognitive processing. Indeed, one can argue
that EFL students may presumably use familiar mediational means--in particu lar, first
language --in order to confront the demands placed on short-teml memory.
As previously noted, Ll use in L2 writing is one of the most widely investigated field,
but the SCT based research in this area is rare. Therefore, it is timely to explore Ll use in
L2 writing from the perspective of Vygotskian Sociocultural Theory. Viewed in this way,
this study examines whether EFL students use their first language as a mediational means
to generate ideas and even more, whether or not EFL students will be able to produce texts
more effectively when they plan their ideas in their first language during writing process.
Our study provides evidence to enable us to make a more sensitive statement about the
function of the first language while EFL students are writing English texts. We can
hopefully detennine the influence of Ll use on text quality more accurately.

II. SeT AND L 1 MEDITATION IN L2 WRITING
The central, and distinguishing, concept of sociocultural theory is that 'the human mind
is mediated" (Lantolf, 2000b, p. 1). According to Vygotsky, humaJ1s are not restricted to
the simple stimulus-response process. They are able to make various indirect cOID1ections
between incoming stimulation and their responses through "an intermediated link"
(Vygotsky, 1978, p. 39). Such an intermediated link is referred to as "mediation," which is
accomplished via two means: physical tools (e.g., hammers, technology) and psychological
(or symbolic) tools or signs (e.g., language, numbers). Included among symbolic tools are
numbers and arithmetic systems, music, art, and above all language. According to
Vygotsky, language is a symbolic (psychological) tool, the most sophisticated meditational
mechanism in human sociocultural history .
Humans use physical tools to interact with their extemal environment. By means of
physical tools, we can control our behav ior fi.-om the outside, and tlu·ough the use of
symbolic tools, or signs, we have tile possibility of regulating our minds from ilie inside.
As with physical tools, humans use symbolic artifacts to establish an indirect, or mediated,
relationship between ourselves and the world (Lantolf et aI. , 1997). As a resu lt, we are
empowered to intentionally regulate our minds from both the outside world of objects and
situations and the inside mental world (Lei , 2008). Consequently, Lantolf and Thorne
(2006, p. 62) construct a graphic representation of Vygotsky's model of med iation (see
Figure ] 1), which they picture as:

1 Acco rding to Lantolf and Thorne (2006), Figure I represents that "the relationship between people

and the world is indirect, or mediated (indicated by the sol id arrows) as well as direct (indicated by
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FIGURE 1
Vygotsky's Idea of M ediation
artifacts/concepts/activities

subject

• - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ..

object

Acquiring the capacity to think as completely as possible in L2 is a complex and
fonn idable achievement that cannot be interpreted as the simple outcome of pedagogical
intervention. Indeed, using th e L i to mediate production in the L2 seems to be a natural
strategy among beginning L2 learners, though that is not expli citly encouraged by teachers.
Learners at earl y stages of acquisition resort to the L I to scrutini ze, reflect on, manipulate,
and gain control over the L2 . Cohen ( 1998) also explores the popular assumption that " it is
benefic ial fo r fo reign language learners to think as much as possible through the language
that they are leaming" (p. 169). In general, learners are discouraged to translate into their
Ll in the beli ef that thinking in the Ll will be adverse to L2 leaming. Cohen concludes
that it is "unrealistic" (p. 170) to expect learners to put their Ll aside and to think as
completely as possible in L2.
The concept of writing as a process means that writing is a succession of acti ons
undertaken to bring about some desired result. These actions may include planning,
generating ideas, organi zing, analyzing, synthesizing, and revising. The writing process in
EFL, therefore, consists of a set of acti ons and the strategies used to complete those actions
(Scott, 1996). Typically, the first step in wri ting is generating ideas, a process that invokes
complex cognitive skills. Generating ideas is being a big hurdl e for many EFL students
(Stapa & Maj id, 2009). As students try to decide what they want to write about, they use
long-ternl memory to retri eve infonnati on about the topic.
In EFL wri ting, the process of idea generation and the long telm-ternl memory are far
more complex (Scott, 1996). First of all, as Scott (1996) argues, "[EFL] students are
unl ikely to di stinguish consci ously between long-term memory info rnl ati on on the topic
and in fo nnation on the language of expression" (p. 51 ). Scott further stresses that "the
confo unding of topic info rnl ati on and grammar info rmati on in long-tenn memory may
impede the idea-generation phase of the EFL writing process" (ibid .). What is more,

the dotted arrow). The di rect relationship is one that entails such thi ngs as involun taIY attention,
involuntaIY refl ex, and involun tary memory" (pp. 6 1-62).
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students are doubly challenged because ideas are not always initially formulated in
words. They must first translate their ideas into words, and second, those ideas must be
expressed in the target language, that is, English. One possibility for students to take up
such challenges is to generate ideas in L1. Indeed, "the L1 is present in the L2 learners'
mind" (Cook, 1992, p. 585), because "the L1 is an already internalized and very effective
cognitive resource" (Guerrero, 2005, p.194). Lanto lf (2000a) expresses this idea very
clearly:
If language is a sy mbolic too l that mediates our thinking, a nd we develop contro l over this
abi lity early on in our lives, ... then perhaps it is difficult to move away from this use of our
native language even when we have the requisite proficiency to do so. Our language is then
strongly implicated in our identity as thinking be ings and therefore proficiency alone does not
determine use of our native language to mediate ourselves, others, and the inte rrelat ionship
between the two. (p. 87)

Humans use language to organize and direct our mental actIvIty. Accordingly,
sociocultural theory holds "a function view of language that focuses on language as a
means for engaging in social and cognitive activity" (Ahmed, 1994, p. 158). With the
above discussion as background, we can now consider that the Ll is the most readily
available thinking tool that learners will resort to regardless of level of L2 proficiency,
principally for discovering and shaping meaning and as support in moments of cognitive
difficulty (Gum-ero, 2005).

III. THE STUDY
1. Research Questions
The aims of this study are twofold . First, we wish to determine whether the Ll is used to
generate ideas during L2 writing. In line with earlier research, we argue that it is important
to acknowledge not only the presence of the Ll in the cognitive activity of the learner
when solving L2 tasks but also the critical role it may serve as a tool for thought.
Accordingly, it is reasonable to assume that Ll use in L2 writing does not result in inferior
writing as many teachers might think. We would like to establish more directly what the
effect of L1 use is on text quality . We attempt to answer the following questions:

1) Do writers use their Ll to generate ideas while writing in L2?
2) Does generating ideas in Ll , compared to generating ideas in L2, result in inferior L2
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writing?

2. Participants and Data Collection
The participants were 42 Korean EFL students, maJonng in English Language
Education. Since the majority of participants were juniors, their general English
proficiency can be assumed to be similar. These students all took a course entitled
"Teaching EFL Writing," offered at College of Education in a large, research-Oliented
university in Seoul, Korea. As part of the course requirements, the students were required
to hand in 400-word essays on a given topic. The students wrote their essays out of class.
Once the writing was completed, they were asked to write down about what language(s)
they used to prepare for the assignment, and why they used this language or these
languages: In what language(s) did you prepare for the assignment and why did you use
this language or these languages? This question elicited information about the participants'
first language use during writing process, if any. In this way, certain general tendencies
an10ng individuals concerning the extent to which language they used dUling generating
ideas could be ascertained.

3. Data Analysis
This study exan1ines the questions whether or not Ll use in L2 writing results in
inferior writing as many teachers might think. The data analysis used here stems from two
ways in which the data were coded, use of language(s) during idea generation and a globallevel essay analysis. In the first procedures, each verbal repOlt was read in detail to
examine the use of first language during the phase of idea generation. The second measure
that was used to code the data was to assign a holistic score to each essay. Two coresearchers with previous practice in holistic grading were trained as raters. For their
training, they were given sample essays with scores ranged from 4 to 5.5. Their task was
to decide how much better or worse the quality of each essay was than the sample essays
For a set of wTitten scoring guidelines, the TOEFL iBT writing scoring rubric was
partially adapted (see Appendix A). The holistic ratings were performed by two raters
using a six-point scale, with I = clearly unacceptable from most points of view and 6 =
effectively addresses the topic and task. Cronbach 's alpha and simple correlation via
Pearson coefficient were used to estimate interrater reliability between two raters. They
achieved an interrater reliability of .83 measured by Cronbach's alpha, showing a high
degree of agreement on the scores. Finally, the data were analyzed using SPSS version
12.0. Based on students' essay scores, data were reported as means and standard deviations
(SD). In order to test whether different language use resulted in different essay scores, the
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non-parametric Kruskal-Wallis test was perfonned due to small sample size. The alpha for
achieving statistic signjficant was set at .05.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
The first question was whether writers use their LI to generate ideas while writing.
19 of the 41 students said that they used only English, 11 used Korean, and II used both
languages, as seen in Table 1. Although there were 42 students in the study, one student
did not indicate whether he/she used L 1 orland L2 when preparing for the essay. This
observation is excluded from the analyses, leaving the total number of observations at 41
(see Appendix B).

TABLE 1
Language(s) Used by Students During Generating Ideas

Languages Used

Number (Percentage)
II (25.2%)
19 (49.6%)
) ) (25.2%)

First language (Korean)
Second language (English)
First language + Second language

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics of scores by each rater. The average score of
Rater 1 is 4.585, which is slightly higher than that of Rater 2, 4.293. Rater l's scores also
have a variance slightly larger than Rater 2 's. The standard deviation of scores by Rater I is
0.921 , while that by Rater 2, 0.814. The range of scores, however, is wider for Rater 2.
Rater 2's score ranges from 2 to 6, while Rater I, 3 to 6. The following table shows
measures of interrater reliability.

TABLE 2
Descriptive Statistics of Scores by Raters (N=41)

Rater)
Rater 2

M

SD

Min.

4.585
4.293

0.921
0.814

3
2

Max.
6
6

Table 3 presents the score di stribution of students using different language type. The
percentages in the parenthesis show the ratio of students in the corresponding score range
among the students of the same language type. Both L 1 users and L2 users have most of
the students receiving 4.0 and up: 91 % for the LI users and 95% for the L2 users. The
percentage of students who scored higher than 5.0 is the largest for L2 users. 42% of the
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L2 users scored 5.0 or higher. The users of both Ll and L2 perfomled relatively poorer
than the students of other types. Unlike L I or L2 users, users of both languages have only
63% that scored higher than 4.0. More than 30% of them scored less than 4.0.
TABLE 3
Descriptive Statistics for Score Distribution of Students with Different Language Type
Scores
5.0 and up
4.0 - 4.9
3.0 - 3.9
2.0 - 2.9
Total

LI
3 (27%)
7 (64%)
1 (9%)

II

L2

LI +L2

8 (42%)

3 (27%)
4 (36%)
3 (27%)
1(9%)
II

10 (53%)
I (5%)
19

The results as shown in Table 4 provide evidence for intelTater reliability. Two statistics
are used: Cronbach's alpha and Pearson cOlTelation. First, Cronbach's alpha is estimated to
be 0.83, which indicates good intelTater reliability. Since the estimate for Cronbach's alpha
does not have a cOlTespondingp-value, we do not report it. Second, the Pearson cOlTelation
between scores of the two raters is 0.75. The p-value of the hypothesis of zero cOlTelation
is almost 0, implying that the two raters ' scores are highly cOlTelated. These findings
provide evidence that the intelTater reliability is supported. In the following analyses, the
averages of the two raters ' scores are used.
TABLE 4
Interrater Reliability Test (N==41)
Test Statistic
Cronbach' s alpha
Pearson correlation

Estimate

Sig.

0.83
0.75

.000

Table 5 shows the summary statistics of scores by language types. There are three types
of language use: L1 only, L2 only and both L1 and L2. Total of II students indicated that
they used Ll when generating ideas for the essay. Same number of students used both L 1
and L2. L2 users were the most with 19 students. In line with the results from Table 3, the
L2 users scored the highest average score of 4.66, the Ll users, second highest at 4.59, and
the users of both Ll and L2, the lowest at 4.00. Standard deviation of scores indicates that
the variability of scores is in the opposite order: largest for Ll and L2 users at 0.95 , second
largest for Ll users at 0.77 and lowest for L2 at 0.69. The decline in the average scores
from L2 users to Ll users is only 0.07, while that from L2 users to users of both Ll and L2
is somewhat large at 0.66. In table 6, the non-parametric Kruskal -Wallis test is used to
examine whether the differences in average scores obtained by the language users are
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statistically significant.
The main results from the empirical analysis are provided in Tab le 6. Table 6 presents
results from Kruskal-Wallis test. Kruska-Wallis test is a non-parametric way to test if
samples from different groups are generated from an identical distribution . The column
shows mean ranks for different language users. Differences in mean ranks are similar to
those in raw mean scores presented in Table 5. The mean rank is the largest for L2 users at
23 .53 , the second largest for Ll users at 22.73, and the lowest for the users of both
languages at 14.9\. The Chi -square estimate ofKruskal-Wallis test is 4.10. With 2 degrees
of freedom, the corresponding p -value is 0.13. Therefore, at 5% significance level, the test
for equal distribution is not rejected.
TABLE 5
Summary Statistics of Scores by Language Types
Language(s) Used
for Generating Ideas

N

M

SD

Min .

Max .

LI

\I

4.59

0.77

3

5.5

L2

19

4.66

0.69

3

5.5

LI and L2

\I

4.00

0.95

2.5

5.5

Total

41

4.40

0.89

2.5

5.5

Overall, the findings from Table 5 and Table 6 suggest that even though the L2 users
obtained a higher average score than the L 1 users, the mean difference between the two
groups, 0.07, is not large enough to reject the null hypothesis that the averages are the same.
Therefore, the results indicate that even if a student uses L 1 for generating ideas, it does
not necessarily undem1ine the performance in essay writing. In other words, students are
ab le to produce texts effectively when they plan their essays in their Ll as a meditational
means to generate ideas during writing process.
TABLE 6
Differences in Scores by Language Types
Lang uage(s) Used

N

Mean Rank

LI

\I

22.73

L2

19

23 .53

LI and L2

\I

14.9 1

for Generating Ideas

x'
(df=2)

4 .10

Sig.

0.1 3

In summary, therefore, more than half of students use their Ll while writing in L2 to
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some extent (Knutson, 2006; Stapa & Majid, 2009; Wang & Wen, 2002). As for the
comments on question of why th ey used their L I during L2 writing, we note that Ll use
is an indication that students are finding it difficult to handl e their cognitive overloads
especially in the idea generation phase of the writing process. For examp le, students
generated ideas in a variety of ways, such as making notes or images. Since such images
in a students ' mind were not directly linked to language, students experienced cognitive
strain wh il e putting them directly into L2. Encoding the images directly in L2 is
cognitively demanding and would need to be accessed via L I. Then, they were often
able to encode ideas quickly in Ll before developing it further in L2. (cf. Cohen &
Brooks-Carson, 200 I; Huh, 200 I; Knutson, 2006; Qi, 1998; Woodall , 2002).
Regarding the effect of L I use on L2 text quality, we can conclude that L 1 use does
not appear to be negati ve ly related to L2 text quality. No significant difference was
noted in the quality of the text whether ideas generated in Eng lish or in Korean. This
does not confirm the resu lts of earlier research, which suggested that Ll use has a
detrimental effect on L2 tex t quality (see Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 200 I; Knutson, 2006;
Sasaki, 2004; Sasaki & Hirose, 1996; Wang & Wen, 2002; Wolfersberger, 2003). In
such a case we may argue that because the L I is an aLready internalized and very effective
meditational means, the L I is the most readily available tool for shaping meaning during
the composing process. By extension, if first language is a symbolic tool that mediates am
thinking, and we develop control over thi s ability early on in our li ves, then perhaps it is
difficult to move away fi'om this use of om native language whenever we have to deal with
an excess ive number of cognitive stra in in the idea generation phase of the writing
process.
As for the users of both languages, in compatison to the other groups (English-only user
and Korean-only user), they perfomled poorly, though not dramatically. This is because
even though they have two languages, they do not "use these languages for distinctive and
largely complementary purposes" (Cohen, 1998, p . 162). lndeed, "[EFL students] may
have a variety of experiential storage pools in memory as well as first and second language
monolingual storage pools, which are most easily accessed when operating in that
language" (p. 121 ), as Friedlander (1990) argues. Therefore, we should be aware of what
Guerrero (2003) says: "without internalization of the L2 and the reconstruction of the
conceptual foundation to accommodate for subj ective and objective meanings in the L2
as we ll as in the L I, properly thinking in the L2 will not occur" (p . 193) .

V. CONCLUSIONS
We remark that to stifle the L I use in generating ideas is potentially ha1l11ful to the
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writing process because it discourages the employment of a critical psychological tool that
is essential for generating ideas in EFL writing (see Anton & DiCami lla, 1998). Of course,
this recommendation is not indiscriminate use of the Ll in the writing classroom. It makes
little sense to allow students to LIse their L I for all purposes. However, it does make sense
to recognize that the L 1 plays a key role in helping learners mediate their L2 writing
process. The presence of the Ll in the learners' minds does not mean that the L2 cannot be
developed and coexist with the LIas an additional tool for thought. Effective intramental
use of the L2, alone or in addition to the L I, is essential for becoming proficient in the L2.
Taking this into account, the L 1 should not be bartlled from intra-or interpersonal use in
L2 classrooms because it deprives learners of a critical mediating tool (Guerrero, 2005).
For EFL teachers, it is important to acknowledge not only the presence of the Ll in the
challenging task of L2 writing but also the critical role it may serve as a tool for thought
(G uerrero, 2003; Knutson, 2006). Nevertheless, in EFL writing, "words and expression in
the target language should become the guiding principle" (Scott, 1996, p. 47) whi le
generating ideas. In other words, by using L2 words and expressions as a means of
generating ideas, EFL students will be engaged in "the discovery of language" (ibid.), in
which learning the L2 can be facilitated.
The limitation of this study is that we only included a single genre, which makes it
impossible to generalize our findings across genres. Therefore, future research should
include varying text types in order to detern1ine whether L 1 use differs between the types
of tasks. It would be also recommended to include several levels of L2 proficiency in
future research. Comparing Ll lise of students at different levels of L2 proficiency could
prove inforn1ative (van Weijen et a!., 2009). Furthennore, because we did not examine the
writing process as a whole, whether students actively use Ll while wliting in L2 remains
to be exp lored (cf. Wolfersberger, 2003). Students always get involved in L2 learning
with expertise in their L 1. However, "this expertise remains a somewhat underexplored
resource" (P. 768) , as Storch and WiggleswOlth (2003) lament. Following Storch and
Wigglesworth , it can be argued that future research in EFL writing needs to develop
greater sensitivity to the potentially valuable role of the L 1.

REFERENCES
Ahmed, M. K. (1994) . Speaking as Cognitive Regulation: A Vygotskian Perspective on
Dialogic Communication. In J. P. Lantolf & G. Appel (Eds.), Vygotskian

Approaches /0 Second Language Research (pp . 157- (71). Norwood: Ab lex Press.
Akyel , A. (1994). First language use

in EFL writing: Planning in Turkish vs. planning in

English. In/ernational Journal of Applied Linguistics, 4(2), 169-197.

Myung-Hye Huh, Yang-Sook Lee & Nara Lee

80

Anton, N, M., & Di Cami lla, F. 1. ( 1998). Socio-cognitive functions of Ll collaborative
interaction in the L2 classroom. The Canadian Modern Language Review, 54(3),
3 14-42.
Breetve lt, I. , Van den Bergh, H., & Rijlaarsdam, G. (1994). Relations between writing
processes and text quality : When and how? Cognition and instruction, i 2(2), 103123 .
Choi, Y. H. , & Lee, 1. (2006). L1 use in L2 writing process of Korean EFL students.

English Teaching. 6i (I), 205 -225.
Centeno-Cortes, B., & Jimenez, A. (2004). Problem-solving tasks in a foreign language:
The importance of the L I in private verbal thinking. international Journal of

Applied Linguistics, i 4(1 ), 7-35 .
Cohen, A. D. ( 1998). Strategies in Learning and using a second language. New York:
Longman .
Cohen, A. D. ,& Brooks-Carson, A. (2001). Research on direct versus translated writing:
Students' strategies and their results. The Modern Language Journal, 85(2), 169188.
Cook. V. 1. (1992) . Evidence fo r multicompetence. Language Learning, 42(4), 557-59 1.
Friedlander, A . (1990). Composing in Engl ish: Effects of a first language on writing in
English as a second language. In B. Kroll (Ed .), Second language writing:

Research insights for the classroom (pp. 109-1 25). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press .
Guerrero, M . C. M . de. (2003). Early stages of L2 ilmer speech development: What verbal
reports suggest. international Journal ofApplied Linguistics, 14( 1),90-112 .
Guerrero, M. C. M . de. (2005). inner speech--L2: Thinking words in a second language.
New York: Springer.
Huh, M. H. (2001). Translation Strategy in EFL Writing. English Teaching, 56(4),75-92.
Ji, H. , & Kim, H. (2007). A case study of the role ofLl in second language writing process
of high school students. English Language Teaching, i 9(4), 30 1-326 .
Kobayashi , H. , & Rinnert, C. ( 1992). Effects of first language on second language writing:
Translation versus direct composition. Language Learning, 42(2), 183 -2 15.
Knutson, E. M. (2006) . Thinking in English, writing in French. The French Review, 80(1),
88- 109.
Lantolf, J. P. (2000a). Second language learning as a med iated process. Language

Teaching, 33(2), 79-96.
Lantolf, J. P. (Ed.). (2000b). Sociocultural theory and second language learning. Oxford :
Oxford University Press.
Lantolf, J. P. Dican1illa, F. J., & Ahmed, M. K. (1997). The Cognitive Function of
Linguistic Performance: Tense/Aspect Use by Ll and L2 Speakers. Language

Mediation Through the First Language During the Second Language Writing

81

Science, 19, 153-165.
Lantolf, 1. P. & Thome, S. L. (2006). Sociocultural theolY and the genesis of second

language development. Oxford: Oxford University Press.
Lei , X. (2008). Exploring a sociocu ltural approach to writing strategy research: Mediated
actions in writing activities. Journal of Second Language Writing, 17(4),217-236.
Qi, D. S. (1998). An inquiry into language-switching in second language composing
processes. The Canadian Modern Language Review/La revue canadienne des

langues vivantes, 54(3), 413-435.
Sasaki, M. (2004). A multiple-data analysis of the 3.5-year development of EFL student
writers. Language Learning, 54, 525-582.
Sasaki, M., & Hirose, K. (1996). Explanatory variables for EFL students' expository
writing. Language Learning, 46, 137-174.
Scott, V. M. (1996). Rethinkingforeign language writing. Boston, MA: Hein le & Heinle.
Stapa, S. H., & Majid, A. H. A. (2009). The use of first language in developing ideas in
second language writing. European Journal of Social SCiences, 7(4),41 -47.
Storch, N., & Wigglesworth, G. (2003). Is there a role for the use of the Ll in an L2 setting?

TESOL Quarterly, 37(4), 760-770.
Uzawa, K. (1996). Second language learners' processes of L 1 writing, L2 writing and
translation from Ll into L2. Journal ofSecond Language Writing, 5(3),271-294.
Uzawa, K., & Cumming, A. (1989). Writing strategies in Japanese as a foreign language:
Lowering or keeping up the standards. The Canadian Modern Language Review/La

Revue canadienne des langues vivantes, 46( 1), 178-1 94.
van Weijen, D., van den Berg, H. , Rijlaarsdam, G. , & Sanders, T. (2009). Ll use during L2
writing: An empirical study of a complex phenomenon. Journal of Second

Language Writing, 18(4),235-250.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1978) . Mind in society: The development of higher psychological

processes. Cambridge, Mass: Harvard University Press.
Vygotsky, L. S. (1987). The collected works of L. S. Vygotsky. Volume 1: The Problems of

general psychology. including the volume thinking and speech. New York: Plenum
Press.
Wang, L. (2003). Switching to first language among writers with differing secondlanguage proficiency. Journal of Second Language Writing, 12(4), 347-3 75 .
Wang, W. , & Wen, Q. (2002). Ll use in the L2 composing process: An exploratory study
of 16 Chinese EFL writers. Journal of Second Language Writing, 11(3),225-246.
Wolfersberger, M. (2003 ). Ll to L2 writing process and strategy transfer: A look at lower
proficiency writers. TESL-EJ: Teaching English as a Second or Foreign Language,

7(2),1-15.
Woodall, B. R. (2002). Language-switching: Using the first language while writing in a

Myung-Hye Huh, Yang-Sook Lee & Nara Lee

82

second. Journal o/Second Language Writing, J J( 1), 7-28 .
Yang, E. (2007). Degrees of preference for writing and Ll use behaviors of L2 writers.

Modern English Education, 8(3), 243-269.

APPEND IXA
A Holi stic Scorin g Rubri c
Score Criteria

6

Effecti vely addresses the topic
Is well orga ni zed and well developed, usi ng clearly appropr iate exp lanations,
exempl ification s and/or detail s
Di splays consistent fac ili ty in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic
va ri ety, appropri ate wo rd cho ice, and idiomati city, though it may have minor
lexical or grammatical errors

5

Addresses the top ic we ll , though some points may not be fu ll y elaborated
Is ge nerall y we ll organ ized and well deve loped, using approp ri ate and sufficient
ex planations, exemplifications, and/or details, though it may contain occasional
redund ancy, di gress ion, or unc lear connections
Di splays fa cility in the use of language, demonstrating syntactic variety and
ran ge of vocabu lary, though it wil l probab ly have occasiona l noticeable minor
errors in structure, word form , or use of idiomat ic language that do not interfere
with meaning
Addresses the topic using somewhat deve loped ex planations, exemplifications,
and/or detail s, thou gh connection of ideas may be occasionally obscured
May demonstrate inconsistent fac ili ty in sentence formation and wo rd choice that
may resul t in lack of clarity and occasionall y obscure meaning
May di sp lay accu rate but limited range of syntactic stru ctures and vocabu lary

4

3

2

Limi ted deve lopment in response to the topic
Inadeq uate organi zatio n or connection of ideas
Inap propri ate or insuffici ent exemplifications, ex pl anations, or details to support
or illustrate ge nerali zations in response to the task
A noticeab ly inappropriate choice of words or wo rd for ms
An acc umul ation of errors in sentence structure and/or usage
Serious di sorgani zation or underdevelopment
Littl e or no de ta il , or irrelevant specifics, or questionable res ponsive ness to the
task
Seri ous and frequent errors in sentence structure or usage
Clearl y unacceptab le from most points of view
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APPENDIX B
Language(s) Used by Students During Generating Ideas and Thei r Writing Scores
Students

LI

L2

Rater I

Rater 2

Students

LI

L2

Rater I

Rater 2

SI

0

X

6

5

S22

X

0

4

4

S2

X

0

6

5

S23

0

X

4

5

S3

X

0

6

5

S24

0

X

4

4

S4

0

0

5

4

S25

X

0

4

4

S5

0

X

5

4

S26

X

0

4

5

S6

X

0

6

5

S27

o.

X

5

4

S7

o.

0

5

5

S28

X

0

5

4

S8

X

0

5

4

S29

0

X

5

5

S9

0

X

4

4

S30

X

0

5

6

SIO

0

0

3

3

S31

0

0

4

4

S II

0

X

4

5

S32

X

0

5

4

S I2

•

0

4

3

S33

X

0

5

4

S I3

X

0

4

4

S34

X

0

5

5

S I4

0

0

4

4

S35

0

0

3

2

S I5

X

0

3

3

S3 6

S I6

0

X

4

4

S3 7

X

0

4

5

S I7

X

0

5

5

S38

X

0

5

5

S I8

0

X

6

5

S39

0

0

6

5

S I9

X

0

6

5

S40

0

0

3

3

S20

X

0

4

4

S41

0

X

3

3

4
S42
4
0
o.
English; Essay Quality Sca le = I-6, With 6 high

0

5

5

S2 1
0
L I = Korean; L2

=

0 = used du ri ng planning; X = not used during planning;
• =
•

=

L I used during drafting and translating to L2;
L I used partiall y during drafting and translating to L2

not mentioned
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