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A research on cognition of EFL writers of non-English majors
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Abstract: Cognitive process of EFL writers of non-English majors was investigated by questionnaires in a Chinese agricultural uni-
versity and four sub—processes such as generating ideas translating ideas linguistic monitoring and discourse monitoring were dis—
covered. By independent sample T-test correlation analysis and multiple regression analysis the study suggests that translating ide—
as and discourse monitoring are correlated to writing performance at significant level and predict the writing performance well.

Meanwhile the effect of linguistic monitoring on writing performance is negative. The research findings indicate that in teaching Eng—
lish writing emphasis should be put on improving the ability to translate ideas vocabulary translating in particular and discourse
awareness should be fostered for the writers with poor English proficiency. With regard to wrong writings in grammar a sentence
with perfect grammar should not be excessively emphasized but students should be encouraged to accomplish an excellent composition
for communication.
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performance and cognitive sub-processes of writing 2
Beta
t
Beta
0.674 0.068 0.382 11.538"
0.026 0.040 0.019 0.302
0.569 0.044 0.343 10. 124"
-0.056 0.041 -0.035 0. 146 ) N
-22.674 1.662 —-13.642
1" P<0.05.
A}
4
Flower. Bereiter. Grabe
Flower N
8
Al o ( )
o Grabe
9
2
(1) ; (2)
22
15
16

Flower



- 107 -

23-24

- Bereiter

o Peter

26

o

o

Raimes

2005(5) :53 -58.
EMIG J. The composing processes of twelfth graders M .
Urbanna IL: National Council of Teachers of English
1971: 137 - 139.
FAIGLEY L WITTE S. Analysing revision J . College
Composition and Communication 1981( 32) :400 —414.
SMAGORINGSKY P. The Writer’s knowledge and the writ—
ing process: A protocol analysis J . Research in the
Teaching of English 1991( 3) : 339 - 364.
GRAVES H MURRAY M. Revision: In the writer’s work—
shop and in the classroom J . Journal of Education 1980
(2):38 -56.
ATWELL N. In the middle: Writing reading and learning
with adolescents M . Portsmouth NH: Heinemann 1981:
423 —456.
BERKENKOTTER C. Students as researchers: A new use



* 108 ( ) 2015 18
of oral composing protocols J . Journal of Teaching of 17
Writing 1983(2) : 101 —107. J. 2011( 1) :24 -30.
8 FLOWER L. HAYES R. A cognitive process theory of writ— 18 J.
ing J . College Composition and Communication 1981 2007(5) :2 - 10.
(32) :365 —387. 19 I
9 BEREITER C SCARDAMALIA M. The psychology of 2013(5):7 -11.
written composition M . Hillsdale NJ: L. Erlbaum 20 RAIMES A. What unskilled ESL students do as they
1987: 257 —289. write! A classroom study of composing J . TESOL Quar-
10 GRABE W KAPLAN B. Theory and practice of writing: terly 1985(19) : 229 -258.
An applied linguistic perspective M . London and New 21 PIANKO S. A description of the composing process of col—
York: Longman 1996:285 —468. lege freshman writers J . Research in the Teaching of
11 . M . English 1979( 13) : 5 -22.
2006: 160 —184. 22 MACARO E. Teaching and learning a second language: A
12 guide to recent research and its application M . Beijing:
J. 2008( 10) : 53 - 56. Word Book Publishing Company 2008: 321.
13 . — 23 HENRY R. Second Language Rhetoric in Process: A
I . 2002( 4) : Comparison of Arabic Chinese and Spanish M . New
64 -67. York: Peter Lang 1993:218.
14 24 ZAMEL V. The composing processes of advanced ESL
M. : 2004: 205 students: Six case studies ] . TESOL Quarterly 1983
-211. (17) :165 - 187.
15 25 RAIMES A. Language proficiency writing ability and
J . 2004 composing strategies. A study of ESL college students
(6) :462 —466. writers J . Language Learning 1987(34) : 439 -467.
16 . 26 PETER E. Writing without teachers M . Oxford: Oxford
J . University Press 1998:18.

2006( 6) : 460 —465.



