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ABSTRACT
COMPLEXITIES AND DYNAMICS OF KOREAN GRADUATE STUDENTS’
TEXTUAL BORROWING IN ACADEMIC WRITING
By Eunsook Ha Rhee
Doctor of Education
Temple University, May 2010
Doctoral Advisory Committee Chair: Dr. Eli Goldblatt
Academic writing in U.S. higher education often involves textual borrowing,
referred to as the integration and documentation of reading sources and carried out with
summaries, quotes, and paraphrases. Second language (L2) English students are likely to
use sources inappropriately and consequentially are accused of plagiarism based on
university faculties’ moral judgments. A body of research on textual borrowing
including this study has provided strong evidence that these students’ inappropriate
source use does not result from their intention to steal other’s intellectual property and
language, but from their cultural backgrounds or situated factors in their U.S. academic
contexts. Few research studies, however, offer a thorough view of how both cultural
backgrounds and situated factors are associated with a variety of L2 students’ textual
borrowing practices; much empirical attention has focused on a more limited examination
of Chinese student populations. In this respect, this study explores the complex and
dynamic nature of Korean graduate students’ source use by investigating faculty
expectations both in Korea and in their L2 academic setting and these students’
perceptions and practices of textual borrowing.
iii

For these investigations, a qualitative research study was conducted, and multiple
sources of data were analyzed: (a) interviews with two faculty informant groups and the
student participants, (b) observations of a Master’s meeting and group study meetings, (c)
tutoring sessions at the Writing Center, and (d) written texts, including institutional and
instructional documents, email messages, and multiple handouts, outlines, and essays.
These sets of data were analyzed using two different methods: content analysis and text
analysis.
The findings of this qualitative research revealed that both cultural and situated
factors were associated with the Korean students’ understandings of and changes in
textual borrowing practices. With regard to their initial understandings, the results
showed that although the participants understood textual borrowing in terms of citation
methods and writing skills, their practices were not aligned with their perceptions nor
with faculty expectations. However, I noted that in the process of the research period,
most of them achieved the purposes of textual borrowing by utilizing reading sources
strategically and thus fulfilled their academic goals required in the situated context.
Based on these findings, pedagogical implications are discussed.

iv

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
I would like to express my gratitude to those people who have provided me with
inspiration, encouragement, and support in the course of conducting this dissertation
project and of writing multiple drafts. My thanks go to the committee of my dissertation.
I am greatly indebted to my advisor, Dr. Eli Goldblatt, who is my role model as a teacher,
mentor, and researcher. Despite his busy schedule, he always has been willing to listen to
my excitement in and struggle with this research project as well as with life tasks. His
insight into academic discourse and his commitment to the empowerment of language
minority groups have enabled me to reach as far as I am now. I also would like to thank
Dr. Aneta Pavlenko for her meticulous and invaluable comments and professionalism,
which have significantly improved this dissertation in ways that I alone could never have
done. In addition, I would like to express my thanks to Dr. Jill Swavely for her constant
encouragement and insightful suggestions. She taught me how to raise my individual
voice within U.S. academic contexts and opened the door for me to step into the field of
L2 writing. My sincere appreciation goes to Dr. Michael Smith and Dr. Rebecca Howard
for their willingness to serve on the committee at the final stage and their enthusiasm in
my research project. They provided new perspectives to the dissertation and valuable
insights into the teaching of textual borrowing.
Moreover, I would like to extend my gratitude to Dr. Ellen Skilton-Sylvester for
having showed confidence in me even when I did not feel very confident. She taught me
why I could be a qualified teacher of L2 academic writing. I am also grateful to Dr. Lori
Salem for her encouragement and support throughout my graduate years at the Writing
v

Center. I owe a debt of thanks to Dr. Sook-Kyoung Kim for sharing her expertise in
teaching L2 writing and providing her considerate support and to Dr. Deborah Karr for
her constant prayers and encouragement. I also would like to thank my friends and
colleagues whom I met here at Temple University: Betsy S. E., Cate, Changhoon, Daniel,
Eunhee, James, Jungmi, Inhee, Maryellen, Melissa, Monica, Seongmae, Seonju,
Shubhada, Subarna, Sunyoung, Triya, and Youngkyoung. Warm friendship and
intellectual discussions with them have proven to be invaluable throughout my academic
years at Temple. My sincere appreciation goes to the participant students and informant
professors, who shared their views and allowed me to be part of their academic training
and professional endeavors. Their involvement in this study has enabled me not only to
understand the research topic but also to make a positive transition as a researcher and
teacher.
I have to express my thanks to my family for their prayers, support, love, and
patience. In spite of geographical distance, my parents are always with me along with
their prayers, accumulated knowledge of life, and unconditional love. My in-laws too
continually support me and take pride in me. I owe a debt of thanks for many nights that
they fed and took good care of my husband and sons while I analyzed data and produced
multiple drafts of this dissertation in my office. I am very thankful to my sons, Sirgu and
Jungu. Every morning, Sirgu left for school saying, “I love you, Mom, more than you
love me!” and Jungu saying, “I love you, Mom, more than you love me and Sirgu loves
you.” No matter who loved whom more, their love made me start another day of
dissertation writing with a sense of happiness and new energy. I owe so much to my

vi

husband, Daniel, for his patience, wise and practical advice, and all kinds of support. His
existence, character, and insight into life have enabled me to remain emotionally stable
going through this long academic journey.
I believe that my dissertation reflects the cultural and social practices of the
program that is situated in the U.S. institution; it is also a product which involves time,
effort, knowledge, wisdom, hearts, and prayers of numerous people. I consider that my
work and all support are not accidental but arr. I am very thankful to God for all of these
things.

vii

TABLE OF CONTENTS
Page
ABSTRACT----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- iii
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS ----------------------------------------------------------------------- v
LIST OF TABLES -------------------------------------------------------------------------------- xii
LIST OF FIGURES ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ xiii
CHAPTER
1. INTRODUCTION ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 1
Statement of the Problem ----------------------------------------------------------------- 1
Purpose of the Study ----------------------------------------------------------------------- 8
2. LITERATURE REVIEW & THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK ----------------------- 12
Overview of Literature on Culture ------------------------------------------------------12
Culture in TESOL and L2 Writing -------------------------------------------- 13
Dichotomous Views on Culture -------------------------------------- 14
Received Views of Culture and Pedagogy -------------------------- 18
Nonstandard Views of Culture and Pedagogy --------------------- 21
Overview of Literature on Textual Borrowing --------------------------------------- 24
Cultural Accounts of Textual Borrowing ------------------------------------- 25
Cultural and Educational Practices ---------------------------------- 26
Cultural Practices vs. Educational Practices -------------------------29
Perceptions only or Perceptions with Practices --------------32
Textual Borrowing in Situated L2 Writing Contexts ------------------------34
Language Difficulties---------------------------------------------------35
Difficulty as Novice Writers of L2 Academic Literacy ------------36
Lack of Comprehensive Studies on Textual Borrowing ------------------- 38
Lack of Studies on Korean Students ------------------------------------------ 39
Research Questions ---------------------------------------------------------------------- 41
Theoretical Framework ------------------------------------------------------------------ 43
Ideological Model of Literacy ------------------------------------------------- 44
viii

Situated Literacies ---------------------------------------------------------------48
3. METHODOLOGY ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 53
Rationale for Qualitative Research ---------------------------------------------------- 53
Research Context ------------------------------------------------------------------------- 54
Participants and Informants ------------------------------------------------------------- 57
The Foci Participants and Supplementary Student Groups ---------------- 57
Faculty Informants--------------------------------------------------------------- 62
Data collection ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- 65
Interviews ------------------------------------------------------------------------ 68
Observations --------------------------------------------------------------------- 71
Tutoring Sessions at the Writing Center --------------------------------------76
Written Texts --------------------------------------------------------------------- 81
Role of the Researcher ------------------------------------------------------------------- 83
Data Analysis ----------------------------------------------------------------------------- 85
Content Analysis ---------------------------------------------------------------- 85
The First Stage of the Content Analysis ----------------------------- 86
The Second Stage of the Content Analysis ------------------------- 87
Coding Systems: Codes and Codes Families ----------------------- 92
The Third Stage of the Content Analysis -------------------------- 102
Theoretical Check of the Coding Systems ------------------------ 104
Text Analysis ------------------------------------------------------------------- 109
A Qualitative Approach ---------------------------------------------- 110
A Quantitative Approach -------------------------------------------- 113
Limitations ------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 117
Methods of Verification ---------------------------------------------------------------- 117
4. TEXTUAL BORROWING IN KOREA--------------------------------------------------- 120
The Summary of the Content Analysis ---------------------------------------------- 121
Textual Borrowing at the Undergraduate Level ------------------------------------ 126
In Content Courses ------------------------------------------------------------ 126
In Composition Courses ------------------------------------------------------ 130
ix

Textual Borrowing at the Graduate Level ------------------------------------------- 133
Textual Borrowing Practices in the Certificate Program ----------------- 133
Textual Borrowing Practice in the Master’s Programs ------------------- 141
Towards an Understanding of Textual Borrowing Practices in Korea ----------- 147
Cultural Influences on Textual Borrowing Practices --------------------- 148
Influences of English Education on Textual Borrowing Practices ------ 154
Grammar Translation Approach to English Education -----------155
Practical Needs for English Writing Education ------------------- 158
5. FACULTY EXPECTATIONS AT UB TESOL-------------------------------------------- 163
The Summary of the Content Analysis ---------------------------------------------- 163
Goals and Objectives of the Comps -------------------------------------------------- 165
Understanding and Textual Borrowing ---------------------------------------------- 168
Accurate Understanding and Comprehensive Understanding ----------- 168
Understanding and the Purpose of Textual Borrowing ------------------- 172
Voice and Textual Borrowing --------------------------------------------------------- 174
Individual Voice --------------------------------------------------------------- 174
Individual Voice and the Purpose of Textual Borrowing ----------------- 178
Emergent Textual Borrowing Practices ---------------------------------------------- 184
6. STUDENTS’ INITIAL PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES ------------------------ 189
The Summary of the Content and Text Analysis ----------------------------------- 191
Textual Borrowing and Understanding ---------------------------------------------- 197
For Acquiring and Providing Accurate Understanding ------------------- 197
For Validating and Demonstrating Understanding ------------------------ 204
Textual Borrowing and Individual Voices ------------------------------------------- 210
For Enhancing Understanding and Developing Argument --------------- 210
7. CHANGES OF STUDENTS’ UNDERSTANDING
OF TEXTUAL BORROWING AT UB TESOL ----------------------------------------- 217
The Summary of the Content Analysis ---------------------------------------------- 220
Achieving the Textual Goals throughout Learning Trajectories ----------------- 229
Phase 2: September 20th – September 26th --------------------------------- 230
x

Phase 3: September 27th – October 3rd -------------------------------------- 234
Phase 4: October 4th – October 10th ----------------------------------------- 239
Phase 5: October 11th – October 17th ---------------------------------------- 251
Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju ------------------------------------------- 251
Sumin ------------------------------------------------------------------- 256
Sunny ------------------------------------------------------------------- 260
Phase 6: Different Choices and Different Results ------------------------- 267
Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju ------------------------------------------- 267
Sumin ------------------------------------------------------------------- 273
Sunny ------------------------------------------------------------------- 279
Another Look at the Qualities of Textual Borrowing ------------------------------ 284
8. CONCLUSION ------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 295
The Summary of this Study ----------------------------------------------------------- 295
Pedagogical Implication --------------------------------------------------------------- 301
Suggestions for Further Research ---------------------------------------------------- 312
REFERENCES ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 314
APPENDICES ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 329
A. CONSENT FORM ---------------------------------------------------------------- 330
B. PERMISSION TO AUDIOTAPE -------------------------------------------------- 336
C.

EUNJU’S FIRST DRAFT OF THE SECOND ESSAY ------------------------------ 338

D.

TOPICS OF PARTICIPANTS’ READY-MADE ESSAYS ------------------------- 340

E. SUMIN’S ESSAY ------------------------------------------------------------------------- 341
F. TEXTUAL STRATEGIES IN EUNKYO’S ESSAY---------------------------------- 342
G. TEXTUAL STRATEGIES IN HANJU’S ESSAY ----------------------------------- 343
H. LENGTH OF ACTUAL ESSAYS ----------------------------------------------- 344
I.

PARTICIPANTS’ TEXTUAL BORROWING --------------------------------------- 346

xi

LIST OF TABLES
Table

Page

3-1.

Information of the Participants ---------------------------------------------------------- 59

3-2.

Information of the Faculty in Korea ---------------------------------------------------- 63

3-3.

Research Questions and Data Collection Methods ----------------------------------- 66

3-4.

Summary of Data Collection ------------------------------------------------------------ 67

3-5.

Timeline and Topic of the Group Studies --------------------------------------------- 74

3-6.

A Timeline and Topics of Tutoring Sessions at the Writing Center -------------- 80

3-7.

Code Families in the Individual Sets of Data ----------------------------------------- 94

3-8.

Code of Textual Borrowing in the Individual Sets of Data -------------------------- 95

3-9.

Rhetorical-level Features of Text Analysis ------------------------------------------- 112

7-1.

Eunju’s Textual Borrowing in Final Comp Essays --------------------------------- 268

7-2.

Sumin’s Textual Borrowing in Final Comp Essays --------------------------------- 274

7-3.

Length of Participants’ Essays --------------------------------------------------------- 277

7-4.

Sunny’s Textual Borrowing in Final Comp Essays --------------------------------- 281

7-5.

The Number of Source Use and Sources --------------------------------------------- 285

7-6.

The Total Number of Citations --------------------------------------------- 285

7-7.

Citations of Reading Sources in Participants’ Essays ------------------------------ 287

7-8.

Total Number of Intertextual Functions ---------------------------------------------- 289

7-9.

Textual Functions in Participants’ Essays -------------------------------------------- 290

7-10. Textual Relationship between Citations and Functions ------------------------------292

xii

LIST OF FIGURES
Figures

Page

2-1.

Dichotomous Views on Culture----------------------------------------------------------14

2-2.

Three Approaches in the Dichotomous views of Culture --------------------------- 16

2-3.

Different Models of Cultural Lenses --------------------------------------------------- 17

2-4.

Expanded Models of Culture ------------------------------------------------------------ 46

4-1.

Textual Borrow Practices in the Research Context in Korea -----------------------123

4-2.

An Excerpt from the Descriptions of Undergraduate Courses in the English
Education Department at DHU --------------------------------------------------------130

4-3.

An Excerpt from the Descriptions of University-wide Courses at MJU ---------131

4-4.

The Front Page of Mr. Wright’s Syllabus -------------------------------------------- 136

4-5.

An Excerpt from the Description of English Courses at MJU -------------------- 159

5-1.

Faculty Expectations for Textual Borrowing at UB TESOL ---------------------- 164

6-1.

Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju, and Sumin’s Initial Understandings ---------------------- 194

6-2.

Sunny’s Initial Understandings -------------------------------------------------------- 195

6-3.

Eunju’s Handout for the First Group Study ----------------------------------------- 201

6-4.

Excerpt from Eunju’s First Draft of the First Essay --------------------------------206

7-1.

Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju’s Textual Borrowing ----------------------------------- 226

7-2.

Sumin’s Textual Borrowing ----------------------------------------------------------- 227

7-3.

Sunny’s Textual Borrowing ----------------------------------------------------------- 228

7-4.

Eunju’s Second Draft of the First Essay --------------------------------------------- 234

7-5.

Eunju’s Third Draft of the First Essay ----------------------------------------------- 240

7-6.

Eunju’s Essay on the Literacy Models ----------------------------------------------- 253
xiii

7-7.

Sumin’s Essay on CPH ---------------------------------------------------------------- 257

7-8.

Sunny’s Drafts -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 264

7-9.

Length of Participant’s Essays -------------------------------------------------------- 277

7-10. Proportion of Different Citation Methods ------------------------------------------- 286
7-11. Proportions of the Participants’ Citations ------------------------------------------- 287
7-12. Proportion of Textual Functions ------------------------------------------------------ 289
7-13. Textual Functions in Participants’ Essays ------------------------------------------- 291
8-1.

My Handout: Workshop on Plagiarism and Source Use -------------------------- 302

8-2.

My Handout: Borrowing Texts? Similar or Different? ---------------------------- 304

8-3.

My Handout: Textual Features 1 ----------------------------------------------------- 306

8-4.

My Handout: Textual Features 2 ----------------------------------------------------- 307

8-5.

My Handout: Summarizing and Paraphrasing 1 ------------------------------------ 309

8-6.

My Handout: Summarizing and Paraphrasing 2 ------------------------------------ 311

xiv

CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION
Statement of the Problem
In higher education in the United States, academic writing often involves textual
borrowing: the process of integration and documentation of reading sources that is
carried out with summaries, quotes, paraphrases, and citations of source materials. As
much as textual borrowing is part of common literacy practices within the academic
setting, students’ inappropriate source use and insufficient documentation frequently
occur. Despite such regular occurrences and pedagogical demands, however,
transgressive textual borrowing has not been recognized as a meaningful and legitimate
topic for investigation nor as an area for discussion at educational conferences until
recent years (Howard, 1999a). Without empirical attention, this textual feature
persistently has been misunderstood in relation to students’ academic dishonesty as well
as to their inadequate understanding of citation conventions based on moral judgments
(Howard, 1993, 1995, 1999a).
Similarly, many student writers who use English as a second language (L2) 1 have
been identified as plagiarizers mostly by their content teachers, administrators, and
institutions. It is frequently noticed that in academic papers many L2 students copy

1

I use the term L2 to refer to English that my participants in this study use as a second
language in the US. In addition, being aware that English is not a second language for
everyone in the global community as Kachru (1990 in Pennycook, 2001) points out, I use
L2 English interchangeably. In fact, L2 and L2 English here in this study are used as
equivalents to English as a second language (ESL). However, I chose to use these, not
ESL because the latter one carries a connotation that its speakers/writers are language
learners with low English proficiency.

1

strings of words, phrases or sentences, or even whole passages verbatim without proper
citation. In this case of inappropraite source use, these students become targets of moral
discourse. In other words, such students are considered to be stealing other people’s
intellectual property and language so that punitive measures must be applied against them.
However, I argue that it is problematic to characterize L2 students’ inappropriate
source use as a violation of a moral principle. In relation to the inappropriateness, I use
the adjective inappropriate mainly and improper or transgressive occasionally preceding
textual borrowing throughout this dissertation. Importantly, this usage does not derive
from a belief that textual borrowing practices in other cultures are inappropriate. Rather,
I should note that it is my intention to refer to textual borrowing practices, as viewed as
illegitimate and unsuitable from a Western perspective. Moreover, this usage results
from my awareness of and negotiation with the dominant practices of source use in the
academic context in which L2 English students and I myself produce scholarly work.
Going back to the moral judgment on textual borrowing, this restricted attention
entails no room to account for complexities (see Pennycook, 1994, 1996) and dynamics
(see Scollon, 1995, 1996) of L2 students’ textual borrowing. By complexities in
reference to textual borrowing, I mean mixtures of cultural values, educational traditions,
and literacy practices in students’ home countries with those in US academic contexts.
These students’ backgrounds, constructed when they developed their first language (L1) 2
literacy, are likely to be embedded in their source use in their L2 writing; at the same

2

In the field of L2 writing, the term L1 is referred to as L2 students’ first language or as
English that their counterpart students use as the first language. In this study, I use L1 to
refer to L2 English students’ first language.

2

time, the versatile effects of situational elements also may impact their newly shaped
perceptions and practices of textual borrowing.
When I use the concept of dynamics above in discussing the features of textual
borrowing, I speak of the constant changes of L2 English students’ textual borrowing
practices as revealed through their learning processes within particular time periods and
contexts. In addition, dynamics refers to the divergent patterns of textual borrowing
among the student populations. As Scollon (1994) argues, there are many individualistic
elements in a collectivistic society whereas collectivist elements are observable in an
individualistic society. As for citations and documentations, it is crucial to take a closer
look not only at whether and how individual students’ practices of source use change
over their academic careers, but also at how these patterns vary among students. Since
students from the same cultural backgrounds might comprehend the concept differently
even from the beginning of their academic journey, they also might demonstrate
divergent patterns of change throughout their academic trajectories.
In effect, complexities and dynamics are likely to be the qualities of L2 English
students’ textual borrowing which involves collections, conflicts, and negotiations of
different literacy practices, norms, and conventions. Without having in-depth
understanding of the qualities, thus, we cannot provide students with effective and
efficient pedagogical supports when they try to grasp the notions of textual borrowing in
their academic settings, incorporate reading sources, and accomplish writing
requirements.

3

Moreover, the moralistic view is likely to ignore the complicated and dynamic
nature of L2 students’ source use by stereotyping the student populations and their
cultural and educational backgrounds. Indeed, this approach communicates the image
that many of the students are cheaters by indicting not only individual students but also
the L2 student population as a whole (see Dryden, 1999; Matalene, 1985; Sapp, 2002;
Sowden, 2005). Not only that but also this view which regards inappropriate source use
as morally wrong is likely to stigmatize the cultures which allow “improper” textual
borrowing. In this respect, the moral view is inadequate and detrimental.
My understanding of textual borrowing was insufficient when I witnessed an
incident while working as a bilingual tutor of Korean and English at a Writing Center at a
U.S. university. In the fall of 2003—one year before I conducted this current research
study—I had regular sessions with several Korean students who were preparing for their
Comprehensive Exams (Comps) in the Teaching English to Speakers of Other Languages
(TESOL) Master’s degree program. The sessions with these tutees were notable because
they were studying for a content exam rather than for a writing exam, yet the sessions
were held at the Writing Center rather than at a learning center. Thus, as I worked with
students who brought me take-home exams, I guided them to focus on whether they
adequately understood and responded to their professors’ questions and expectations
embedded in the exam prompts.
During one session, I read a tutee’s exam answer about Norton Peirce’s (1995,
1997) investment. My attention was caught by a paragraph, particularly by a sentence. It
read, “Additionally learners who invest in a second language do so in the hopes of
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gaining access to resources such as education, friendship, and money.” 3 Assuming that
my tutee wrote this, I told her that it was a reader-friendly, excellent interpretation of
Norton Peirce’s use of Bourdieu’s (1977) different types of capital. I also noted that her
understanding was well revealed within the sentence which led into her argument
developed in the rest of the paragraph. She appreciated my comments. What made me
frustrated was that on the same day I read the same statement three separate times,
incorporated into three different students’ answers as their own interpretation. I felt that
the lively color in the first picture suddenly turned to grey and it no longer could be
distinguished from the other pictures.
In contrast to my dismay, however, the borrowers of the statement said bluntly
that they shared the same on-line reading material written by Potowski (2001) in a group
study meeting and used the statement because it sounded fascinating to them. When I
had sessions with the other three Korean tutees, their divulgence made me shift my focus
from how they answered to whether they understood that they had plagiarized from the
same reading. None of them copied from the on-line source; they focused only on the
main articles (Norton Peirce, 1995, 1997) since the essay prompt did not require
additional references. Instead, all students patchwrote the author’s definition when it was
explained as a construct in the reading. By patchwriting, I refer to the definition coined
by Howard (1993): “copying from a source text and then deleting some words, altering
grammatical structures, or plugging in one-for-one synonym-substitutes” (p. 233).
3

This statement came from a published book review. Its full citation is as follows:
Potowski, K. (2001). [Review of the book Identity and language learning: Gender,
ethnicity, and educational change]. Bilingual Research Journal 25.

5

Although some of these students tried to explain their patchwritten definitions by
reformulating them within their English learning contexts in Korea, my interest was not
in how those reformulations were incorporated in their answers respectively. Due to the
patchwritten work, I spent almost the entire session lecturing on the conventions of
source use in the U.S. academic environment. After my talk, I suggested that these
students paraphrase the statement and provide its citation.
No one disagreed with the need for citation, saying that they had learned how to
document sources in a graduate course. With regard to my suggestion on paraphrasing,
however, their opinions varied. Most of them asked me why they had to bother
themselves by paraphrasing within the context of Comps preparation. They copied or
patchwrote sources that they had read and then would write the answers down on the spot
as they had memorized. They said that this was the process by which they had prepared
for most exams in their country of origin. In referring to their patchwritten work,
however, some claimed that they paraphrased the author’s definition. Others simply
answered they would rephrase their definitions as I had suggested.
It seemed to me that my tutees had made conflicting and incompatible decisions.
They had relied on the learning practices in their country—of copying and memorizing
the author’s language; yet they did agree now to document the sources in the way that
they had learned in their U.S. graduate program. In addition, although they might have
learned how to paraphrase within the U.S. academic context, their responses differed
among each other. Thus, without an in-depth understanding of the complex and dynamic
features of their textual borrowing, I had become perplexed to the point of
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discouragement with the cultural and educational traditions which these international
students referenced and from which I myself too had come. What I next was able to do
was to insist on their adherence to the Western notion of plagiarism and citation
conventions.
In contemplating the incident, I who previously had subscribed to the dominant
view on textual borrowing, identified the tutees’ inappropriate source use solely as an
issue of morality: the students did steal the author’s idea and words while ignoring U.S.
documentation conventions. I felt discouraged, wondering why those from my country
had committed such academic wrongdoing and had paid little attention to citation rules.
At the time, I thought that my cultural background and TESOL training prepared me to
have a good grasp of the literature on both cultural and contextual effects on L2 students.
Whenever writing course papers, I had argued against unilateral views on non-Western
culture and for critical approaches to students’ literacy practices in U.S. academic
contexts. Nonetheless, when categorizing students’ inappropriate textual borrowing as a
problem, I found little room to align with comprehensive reflections on cultural traditions
but rather adopted the stereotypical explanation that I myself had criticized. I thus had
lost insight into the critical side of teaching academic writing and had overlooked the
connections of textual borrowing to discursive literacy practices within the tutees’
graduate program.
In addition, due to my lack of a thorough understanding of the complex and
dynamic features of source use, I was not able to help the tutees better understand the
norms and values of textual borrowing within their local academic context; thus I did not
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serve them adequately in accordance with their practical needs. Reviewing the incident, I
also recognized that how I had reacted was not aligned with my beliefs about students’
L1 literacy practices or about my tutoring and teaching L2 writing. I remained confused
about the tutees’ contradictory responses as well as my own conflicting reactions.
Moreover, I struggled without any clear pedagogical direction nor application.
Purpose of the Study
In the previous section, I have addressed the problem of the moralistic approach
to L2 English students’ inappropriate textual borrowing on the basis of the current
understanding in U.S. institutions and my tutoring experience at the Writing Center. The
views based on moral judgments are neither appropriate for understanding the student
populations nor effective for the pedagogy of their source use in that these judgments do
not take into consideration the complex and dynamic nature of L2 writing.
The conflicts with my tutees’ textual borrowing motivated me to study how L2
students, especially Korean students, perceived textual borrowing and enacted their
perceptions when the engaged in academic writing for a high-stakes exam in a U.S.
graduate program. In doing so, I aimed to explore the problems within the moral
discourse and to debunk the stereotypes associated with L2 English students’
transgressive textual borrowing. Moreover, to provide a detailed and holistic picture of
how textual borrowing was both culturally and contextually embedded, I investigated
norms and practices of textual borrowing within the students’ home country and within
their particular academic context in the U.S. On the basis of the information gathered
from the two different cultural and educational contexts, I also examined how the
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students’ understanding of the process of textual borrowing has changed in relation to
their L1 and L2 literacy practices.
In investigating these questions, I kept in mind three audiences throughout the
whole process of this study. L2 English students belong to the first audience group who
are likely to struggle with new literacy conventions in the U.S. academic environment
and disparities between their textual borrowing practices in home countries and those in
the United States. This study will demonstrate how my participants initially understood
the conventions and dealt with conflicts throughout the research period. Through these
detailed observations of their writing practices, this student audience may be able to have
a better grasp of the potential conflicts that they may face and of the effective strategies
that they need to employ in their own learning and developmental processes. In this way,
they will become informed and efficient writers, especially those who learn to
incorporate source material appropriately according to reader expectations and the
ideational and rhetorical purposes of the writing.
The second group consists of the tutors who work with the L2 student writers and
the administrators at university Writing Centers. The legitimacy of Writing Center
research as scholarly inquiry has been argued by those in the disciplines of composition
and rhetoric. However, in searching through ten years of the Journal of Second
Language Writing, English for Specific Purpose, and TESOL Quarterly archive, I noted
that there were few empirical research studies in the field of TESOL and L2 writing
research about the workings of university Writing Centers. Even when the special issue
editors of Journal of Second Language Writing called for papers about this particular area

9

in 2004, only three research articles were published in that issue. Considering that one of
the three articles is not even about the operations of the university Writing Center but
rather about a tutoring project required in a TESOL class, it is clear that there has been
little attention given to university Writing Center studies in L2 education. This lack may
be due to the relatively short history of L2 writing scholarship. Due to unfamiliarity as a
legitimate research topic, researchers in the fields of TESOL and L2 writing consider
tutoring sessions as remedial treatments and thus ignore the need for empirical studies in
this area. However, in considering L2 students’ extensive use of academic resources
(Williams & Severino, 2004), the fields of TESOL and L2 writing need to play an active
role to promote Writing Center research. In doing so, we can help tutors extend their
roles not only as representatives of the dominant academic discourse but also as assistants
and negotiators in relation to divergent cultural perceptions and literacy practices.
Third, the exploration of cultural effects on textual borrowing and disciplinary
socialization within the U.S. academic context also will be informative to the audience of
L2 writing teachers and administrators. Through this multi-site qualitative study, this
audience will better understand the nature of L2 students and their writing. It is
important to note, however, that the current study focuses on a small number of students
who are all Korean. Nonetheless, through this in-depth examination of the dynamic
patterns of this student group’s textual borrowing, practitioners and administrators will be
able to expand their understanding not only of a group of Korean students but also of
those who come from other cultures but still match some of the patterns and trends that
these participants demonstrate. From such a comprehensive understanding, the audience
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will be able to better design and carry out curriculum evaluation and develop effective
policies for textual borrowing; in the process they will be taking into account L2 English
students’ needs and demands in order to help this student population grow as individual
thinkers and writers.
Through this study’s depiction of Korean TESOL students’ understanding and
changes of textual borrowing practices and through having in mind the three above
groups as target audiences, I hope this study will be an underpinning for a dialogical
understanding among all the stakeholders—L2 student writers, tutors, teachers, and
administrators—within the educational domain. To become more efficient writers and
succeed in their academic programs, L2 students in the United States need to be aware of,
understand, and consume the norms and conventions of textual borrowing along with
other literacy practices within their discourse communities. At the same time, educators
and administrators also need to consider the nature of L2 student writers and their
academic discourse in order to better serve these students and to gain insights into
changes in the institutional climate that may be due to the current influx of multicultural
and multilingual students (Zamel, 1995, 1997; Zamel & Spack, 1998).
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CHAPTER 2
LITERATURE REVIEW & THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
In this chapter, first, I will review the literature on culture. Although textual
borrowing is the main research topic in this study, it is meaningful to start with the
discussion on culture. This is not only because culture is always at the center of the
debate on inappropriate source use but also because the overview on culture leads us to
better understand the significance and scope of this study. Second, I will review the
literature on textual borrowing in the fields of TESOL and L2 writing. In doing so, I will
be able to show why we need empirical attention to the complexities and dynamics of L2
English students’ textual borrowing. In the third section, I will account for my research
questions which emerged from the literature review and with which I examined textual
borrowing practices in two different contexts and my participants’ understandings of
source use throughout the research period. Last, I will discuss the theoretical framework
which comprises the model of ideological perspectives and situated literacies. The
discussion allows us to understand how I approached and analyzed the three sets of
multiple data sources.
Overview of Literature on Culture
In this section, I will provide a review of literature on culture in the fields of
TESOL and L2 writing. In doing so, I will examine its notions and conceptual
applications in different camps. After that, I will offer the discussion on culture related to
textual borrowing. In this way, I can better discuss why researchers have paid attention
to cultural elements or not when they investigate inappropriate textual borrowing.
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With regard to the general account of culture, I will begin with the notions
adopted in the fields by employing Atkinson’s (1999) terms and categories that he
himself borrows from Gupta and Ferguson (1997). Then, I will discuss the applications
and problematization of culture in the anecdotal and research studies. Through the
discussion, we can better understand how students’ culture mirrors educational traditions
and literacy practices in their home countries; at the same time, we can identify with the
situated elements in L2 writing contexts. Moreover, in my further discussion, I will
expand Atkinson’s categories with different models on culture and delineate how the
either-or fallacy has been operationalized in the studies. Importantly, I review the
literature in this way to argue for a balanced approach to L2 students’ cultural
backgrounds because L2 students hold certain common attributes as members of
particular cultural groups and at the same time show individual differences in unique,
situated learning contexts (Scollon, 1994, 1995). In this regard, the discussion on culture
will prepare us to realize our insufficient understanding of textual borrowing and the need
for a study which captures complexities and dynamics.
Culture in TESOL and L2 Writing
“Except for language, learning, and teaching, there is perhaps no more
important concept in the field of TESOL than culture” (Atkinson, 1999, p.
625).
As Atkinson (1999) emphasizes, culture is an essential construct in the fields of
TESOL and L2 writing. This is because, depending on the way the notion of culture is
perceived, we promote different values, norms, and practices in L2 literacy education.
Moreover, culture is a crucial tool with which teachers and students can identify
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themselves, facilitate dialogic interactions and thus enhance instructional practices.
Dichotomous View on Culture
Culture has been a central underpinning in understanding L2 students’ home
literacy in many studies. However, the traditional norm of culture has been uncritically
accepted in our daily-life classroom settings, research contexts, and current multilingual
society. In this vein, there is certain agreement in the fields of TESOL and L2 writing
that culture should be reconsidered and reexamined (Atkinson, 1999, 2003; Cortazzi &
Jin, 1996; Flowerdew & Miller, 1995; Holliday, 1996, 1999; Kubota, 1999, 2001;
Kumadabadivelu, 1999; Pennycook, 1996; Spack, 1997).
As a consequence of revisiting the notion, we can observe binary stances on
culture, which commenced with the pitting of the critical approach (e.g., critical
multiculturalism and poststructuralism) against the traditional understanding of culture.
Referring to anthropologists Gupta and Ferguson (1997 in Atkinson 1999), Atkinson
explicates the confrontation with the terms received views and nonstandard views, as
seen in Figure 2-1.

Traditional Views
Received views of culture

Culture as an ethnic, racial or national entity

Postmodernist Views
Nonstandard views of culture

Culture as a problematic concept

Figure 2-1. Dichotomous views on culture
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By the received view, Atkinson means that cultures are systems which affect
behaviors, attitudes, and epistemologies of people who belong to particular ethnic groups,
races, and/or nations. For the L2 theorists and researchers who accept the traditional lens,
cultures are typically distinctive entities of L2 student writers who are members of
particular races, ethnicities, and nations. From this perspective, culture is relatively static,
homogenous, and prescriptive, as Asians are occasionally portrayed as collective and
conservative and Americans as individualistic and liberal; furthermore, Asian writing is
depicted as inductive, indirect, ambiguous, or illogical, whereas English writing viewed
as deductive, direct, clear, or linear (see Carson, 1992; Fox, 1994; Eggington, 1987;
Hinkel, 1997, 1999; Kaplan, 1966; S. Scollon, 1999).
On the basis of such fixed, normative attributes of culture and writing, those who
attempt to explicate academic and disciplinary culture (see Edge, 1996; Flowerdew and
Miller, 1995) are regarded as the subscribers of the received stance. This is because the
scholars look for “a set of shared communicative purposes” (Swales, 1990, p.9), which
generates monolithic conventions and prescribed behavior in the academic community.
Even though Atkinson does not mention English for Academic Purposes (EAP)
genre researchers (e.g., Hyland, 1999, 2002a, 2002b; Swales, 1990) in his discussion, I
am certain that the camp also belongs to this category. This is because EAP specialists
have focused on textual features, rules, and conventions to meet the shared
communicative purposes, understanding, and rules in the discourse community. In this
respect, it is noticeable that Atkinson’s first category includes the received views toward
both race/nation wide groups and social groups, as seen in Figure 2-2.
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Traditional Views
Received views of culture
Postmodernist Views
Nonstandard views of culture

Culture as an ethnic, racial or national entity
Culture as behavior as “a set of shared purposes”
Culture as a problematic concept

Figure 2-2. Three approaches in the dichotomous views of culture

In contrast, the advocates of the nonstandard view underscore that each individual
belongs to a variety of different communities which are not necessarily subordinate to the
large culture but have their own dynamic, complex, and changeable characteristics (Prior,
1998). In this sense, the L2 compositionists in this camp argue that the traditional stance
of culture stimulates reductionist and/or colonialist inquiry by alluding to differences,
deficiencies, inequalities, and inferiority of non-Western cultures. From this perspective,
the proponents of critical multiculturalism (e.g., Kubota, 1999, 20001; Kumaravadivelu,
1999; Spack, 1997; Zamel, 1997) and situated writing (e.g., Belcher, 1994; Casanave,
1995, 2002; Prior, 1995, 1998) attempt to replace the received notion with the
“postmodernist-influenced concepts” (Atkinson, 1999) such as multiplicity, hybridity,
situatedness, identity, voice, subjectivity, agency, and resistance (Kubota, 1999; Matsuda,
2001; Prior, 1995, 1998). As shown in Figure 2-3, although the focus unit that situated
writing researchers have in mind is more or less different from that of critical
multiculturalists, they use the same nonstandard lens to be contrasted with the EAP genre
advocates. Thus, I include situated writing here, even though it does not exist in
Atkinson’s categories.
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Modernist perspective

Postmodernist perspective

Received views
Contrastive
Rhetoric

Nonstandard views
Situated
Writing

Discourse
Community

Large culture paradigm

Ethnicities, races, or nations

Critical
Multiculturalism

Small culture paradigm

Social groups

Individuals Multiple Selves

Figure 2-3. Different models of cultural lenses

Extending Atkinson’s account of the notions of culture, in the next section I will
discuss how the different positions have been operationalized in the studies conducted in
the fields of TESOL and L2 writing. In so doing, I will also take into account what
pedagogical directions are suggested. In addition, although the main focus is on the
discussions of L2 literacy education in the context of the US academic setting, when
discussing an alternative lens of culture, I will include studies conducted in the outer and
extended circle countries and not directly related to L2 writing.
My reasons for doing this are twofold. For the first reason, it was in the extended
culture where the target participants in this present study began to learn English as a
foreign language (EFL) and develop their proficiency. For the second reason, it was
within the context of their learning/teaching experience in the public school system
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and/or private education that they were able to build on their literacy practices which
might represent their ethnical and national culture while simultaneously allowing them to
exhibit individual differences. In addition to these informative reasons, I believe that
such studies provide insight into the way the L2 students’ cultural and social practices are
understood.
Received Views on Culture and Pedagogy
The process of learning English composition would have been easier if I
had…consciously sought to compare the two different [my emphasis]
identities required by the two writing systems from two different cultures
[my emphasis] (Shen, 1989, p. 466).
Therefore, learning the rules of English composition is, to a certain extent,
learning the values of Anglo-American society. In writing classes in the
United States I found that I had to reprogram my mind…values that had
been imprinted and reinforced in my mind by my cultural background [my
emphasis], and that had been part of me all my life (Shen, 1989, p. 460).
The received views of culture are well presented in Shen’s (1989)
autobiographical essay when he discusses how the divergent cultures promote different
rules and conventions in writing. Educated in China, where he had conformed to the
collectivist political pressure and Confucian literacy tradition, Shen had difficulty
presenting his individualistic voice in English writing. After becoming aware that his
struggles derived from the cultural clash, he claimed that it would be pedagogically
effective to teach different writing conventions by comparing L2 writers’ home cultures
and the target cultures. From the interpretation on why he had difficulty with the use of
“I” and the pedagogical suggestion, it is clear that he believes not only that there are fixed,
different attributes between Chinese and Anglo-American writing, but also supports the
accommodationist approach. By the accommodationist view in the traditional culture
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paradigm, I refer to the pedagogical belief that L2 student writers from different ethnic
and national backgrounds in which different intellectual cultures are promoted should
adjust themselves to meet new cultural attitudes to knowledge, learning and teaching, and
literacy.
Along the same line, contrastive rhetoric (CR) was initiated by Robert B. Kaplan
based on the premise of the interest in cultural relativism and accommodationist
pedagogy. In the original study (1966), Kaplan proposes that the textual structures are
affected by thought patterns of a particular culture, and “in order to arrive at a practical
means for teaching of such structures [my emphasis]” rhetorical traditions in students’
home cultures “need to be discovered or uncovered and compared with the patterns of
English” (p. 15). A number of research studies have been conducted to investigate the
proposition of a relationship between textual features and cultures and pedagogical
intention to correct the interference of the students’ L1 writing with English (e.g., Corbett,
1999 ; Duszak, 1994; Eggington, 1987; Liebman, 1992; Hinds, 1987, 1990; Hinkel, 1997;
Mohan & Lo, 1985; Kubota, 1997; Panetta, 1997; Wu & Rubin, 2000). Importantly, the
findings have helped to illuminate the importance of cultural understanding in L2 writing
class (Leki, 1991). In addition, these findings have enabled CR to extend its scope and
speculate on counterevidence or additional factors such as educational background, lack
of language proficiency and critical thinking skills, and reader expectation (Connor, 1996,
2003; Matsuda, 1997; Raimes, 1991; Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996).
Nonetheless, CR has been widely and constantly criticized in the history of four
decades. Scollon (1996), firstly, problematizes the name of the field on the basis of
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Aristotle’s definitions of rhetoric and poetics: “the study of persuasive language use” and
“the study of the structure of poetic form” (p. 353). Scollon maintains that because the
research has focused more on structures of the same genres in L1 and L2, the field should
be called contrastive poetic or contrastive genre rather than contrastive rhetoric.
Secondly, CR has been open to criticism due to its form-dominated and prescriptive
features (Leki, 1991; Raimes, 1991). In other words, although form is an element
inevitably connected with other elements such as content and reader, CR deals with form
as a discrete entity of L2 writing. With an emphasis on the form, moreover, L2 students
have been forced to follow the rigid view of correct rhetorical patterns of English
(Raimes, 1991). Thirdly, the methodology of CR research has been criticized. On the
one hand, I think that texts written in students’ home language should be analyzed in
addition to those written in the L2 in order to inform the relation between their L1 culture
and rhetorical preference. On the other hand, Kachru (1996) claims that the same genres
should be compared, and there is the possibility that a genre in L2 does not exist in
students’ home language.
In taking a close look at the above criticism of CR, it appears that those critics
such as Scollon (1996), Leki (1991), Ramines (1991), and Kachru (1996) do not view
culture as a problematic construct in L2 writing. Although researchers recognize that
culture in CR studies is presented as homogeneous and static and there is an emphasis on
cultural distinctiveness and typical attributes across different language groups, they
appreciate imminent pedagogical support which enables students to cross the gap
between the home and L2 literacy practices. However, for those who advocate critical
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multiculturalism and situated writing, the received view of culture is problematic, for
students and their home culture/literacy are stigmatized in many cases.
Nonstandard Views on Culture and Pedagogy
[D]isciplines appear as very human moments, in which hybrid actions and
understandings weave together personal, interpersonal, artifactual,
institutional, and sociocultural as well as disciplinary histories. In this
view, graduate students are … engaging in active relations with dynamic,
open, interpenetrated communities of practice (Prior, 1998).
The opponents of traditional views of culture emphasize individuals’ voice,
subjectivity, resistance, agency, and multiple selves. To begin, they problematize cultural
schemata that contrastive rhetoricians advocate, for cultural relativism is likely to stress
differences across cultures. When the differences are appreciated from the autonomous
perspective in Street’s (1984) sense, they are understood as deficiencies and inferiorities
in many cases.
In recent conceptual studies, Kubota (1999, 2001) problematizes the
overemphasis of “otherness” in the body of research in TESOL and L2 writing and
discusses the negative consequences of cultural stereotypes—essentialism and
reductionism. Besides, Zamel (1995) points out that the emphasis on otherness
accelerates not only L2 students’ isolation by treating them as “strangers in academia” (p.
519) but also mainstream educators’ confusion by failing to adjust the change caused by
the influx of such student populations. In this sense, Zamel (1997) encourages students
to celebrate multiple cultures and discourses and adopt L2 selectively, and argues that
educators should be cautious not to judge others as superior or inferior. Along the same
line, echoing Zamel’s argument, Kubota (1999) also claims that learning the dominant
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academic discourse does not mean sacrificing one’s heritage culture and language, and
the L2 students can appropriate the dominant linguistic and cultural codes in order to
uphold cultural and linguistic equality in the multicultural society.
In relation to the critiques of the received view and pedagogical goal of cultural,
linguistic equality, we notice that the postcolonialist discourse stands on the same ground.
Kumaravadivelu (1999) defines colonialism as a product of prevailing belief systems,
constituted by cultural values and practice and “legitimized by the power relations” (p.
463). Moreover, he points out that colonial discourse stimulates dehumanization and
stereotyping of the colonized people by treating them as “an indistinguishable mass” (p.
463).
In relation to his accounts of colonialist views, Kumaravadivelu (1999) pinpoints
that L2 learning itself is a site of struggle to L2 students, in particular when they become
sensitized to the power structure between English and their home languages and
experience a cultural clash. In this vein, Kumaravadivelu (2001) argues that L2
educators should attempt not to colonize the target language and culture even in language
classes when they are looking for a way to alleviate students’ struggling. In addition, he
argues that L2 educators should be more aware of a multitude of individuals even in a
student group and multiselves even in each student.
On the basis of the nonstandard view of culture, I have discussed the negative
consequences of the received views in terms of cultural stereotyping and hierarchy.
Noticeably, focusing on the smaller unit, the proponents of situated writing also argue
against the stereotyping of the discourse community (Belcher, 1994; Casanave, 1995;
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Prior, 1995, 1998). Specifically, Prior (1998) claims that the images of disciplines as
“unified social territories, abstract systems of codified knowledge” (p. xii) are
problematic and cannot be sustained, because the disciplines change depending on group
members, their influx and exit, the power structures among them, their life histories,
situated tasks, and hybrid discourse and reactions. With the received view of culture, that
is, we cannot capture the “versatility, flexibility, and negotiability” (Rommetveit, 1992 in
Prior, 1998) that frequently occur in the continual process of academic socialization. In
this vein, when cultural peculiarity of the target discourse community is emphasized, we
are likely to force students to accept abstract, prescribed rules, standards, and conventions
of academic discourse. In this case, we cannot help students effectively, since we lose
insight into students’ constant negotiations and changes shown when they constitute their
situated learning by doing written tasks, interacting with group members, or interpreting
feedback from instructors.
So far, I have explained the views of culture—received and nonstandard—in the
fields of TESOL and L2 writing. By extending Atkinson’s categories, I have also
discussed how differently both lenses are used in examining the literacy practices of
different units of the groups. In effect, I believe in the value of students’ multiple
identities and situated learning in a unique, dynamic context such as the one Prior (1998)
highlights. Nonetheless, I am also convinced that L2 students hold certain common
attributes as members of the specific ethnic, racial, and societal groups as my participants
reveal in this current study. In this respect, I argue that we should not subscribe to the
dichotomized views of culture which promote the either-or fallacy and impedes
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comprehensive understanding of L2 students and L2 writing. By regarding cultural
backgrounds and situational components as the discrete factors, we enhance the view that
only either of which has an effect on students’ L2 literacy development. Therefore, we
should understand the relationship between the factors as a continuum.
As for the reductionist and colonialist assumptions which might be embedded in
the received view, I assent that we should revisit and rectify the notion and applications
of culture (Kubota & Lehner, 2004; Matsuda, 1997) and look for an alterative approach.
As I will discuss in the section of Theoretical Framework, Street’s (2001a, 2001b, 2003)
ideological approach is the alternative that I have adopted to avoid making evaluative,
decontextualized judgment of L2 English students’ cultures. With this approach, I can
illustrate meaning and value of the students’ cultural, educational, and literacy traditions
within situated contexts in their countries. By incorporating the cultural part in this way,
I can help understand the multiple and complex nature of L2 writing in which cultural
factors are inevitably and inextricably related to the development of L2 writing along
with situated factors.
Overview of Literature on Textual Borrowing
In many cases, even though L2 English students in the United States are not
aware of the notion of intellectual ownership and not equipped with paraphrasing skills
and knowledge of a citation convention, they nonetheless are likely charged with severe
academic wrongdoing by their content teachers and institutions. If the student writers
organize their academic essays in L1 rhetorical fashion or make grammatical mistakes
due to linguistic differences, this type of distinctiveness is considered to be a pedagogical
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issue. However, if they proceed to copy reading sources verbatim without
acknowledgement (as they claim that they are allowed to do in their home countries),
they are treated as cheaters and consequently they fail a paper or a course, or in the worst
case scenario they are expelled from their U.S. university.
Concerning the institution-wide moral indication, Howard (1993, 1995, 1999,
2000) argues that we should revisit the notion of plagiarism and in most cases reject this
term since the current approach does not take into account educational concerns and
applications. In the fields of TESOL and L2 writing, a large number of studies have
examined the frequent, persistent occurrences of improper source attribution and the
harsh, moral charges in order to explore why L2 students commit unacceptable textual
borrowing. Research evidence has suggested that this textual borrowing is less related to
students’ academic dishonesty, but more to students’ cultural traditions and norms in their
home countries or their academic socialization in L2 contexts. Although each research
account contributes to the reconceptualization of textual borrowing, we have encountered
the either/or fallacy which impedes our understanding of the complex and dynamc nature
of this process of textual borrowing.
Cultural Accounts of Textual Borrowing
L2 English students’ cultural background, when conceptualized as an ethnic,
racial or national entity, has been studied rigorously in relation to textual borrowing
(Bloch, 2001; Bloch & Chi, 1995; Buranen, 1999; Day, 2001; Deckert, 1994; Dryden,
1999; Flowerdew & Li, 2007; Ha, 2006; Liu, 2005; Matalene, 1985; Pennycook, 1994,
1996; Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2005; Sapp, 2002; Scollon, 1994, 1995; Shi, 2004; Sowden,
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2005; Wheeler, 2009). These studies provide a broad range of perspectives regarding
those critical factors among cultural practices that may shape students’ educational and
literacy practices. Despite such variation in focus, methodology, and findings, these
studies all acknowledge not only that culture impacts attitudes, epistemologies, and
behaviors of students, but also that students from the same cultural background
demonstrate similar tendencies in their L2 writing in general and textual borrowing
practices in specific.
With regard to target student populations, all studies on the list of the non-integral
citation studies above focus on Asian students: Chinese students in the majority of the
studies, Japanese in four, and Vietnamese in one. On the basis of the empirical and
anecdotal evidence from this body of research, it is suggested that Asian students’ textual
borrowing reflects the following L1 cultural background factors: respect for authority and
received wisdom, value placed on group harmony, learning practices which involve
memorization and repetition, and unfamiliarity of citation conventions. Although these
variables are discussed as individual factors in the respective studies, they should be
understood as ranging along a continuum of perspectives that on one end includes
practices which derive from students’ home-originated cultural behaviors and on the
other end from their current L2 academic contexts (Bloch, 2001).
Cultural and Educational Practices
More specifically, the students’ respect for published authors and established
wisdom is discussed as the major cultural impact on students’ inappropriate textual
borrowing (Sowden, 2005). As Canagarajah (2002) points out, in some cultures the use
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of authors’ words and ideas is a way to express respect for these writers. In this vein,
students in these cultures are encouraged to avoid the frequent usage of their own words
and interpretations. In addition, it is crucial to acknowledge the reverence toward
established ancestral wisdom in Asian countries (Buranen, 1999). Thus, students in these
countries are allowed to copy or patchwrite reading sources “as a way of acknowledging
[their] respect for the received wisdom” (Buranen, 1999, p. 66). In a study on textual
borrowing in Japanese higher education, Dryden (1999) concludes that in Japanese
students’ academic papers little value is given to their acts of distinguishing individual
opinions from knowledge received from authorities.
Moreover, the cultural value of group harmony also appears to impact Asian
students’ borrowing of texts. According to Canagarajah (2002), “the self is defined not in
separation from the collective but in union with the community” (p. 151). In this case, as
Bloch (2001) points out, student writers have “no incentive to say anything original”
(p. 219). They are encouraged not to develop and articulate explicitly their own
individual voice, but rather shared views and opinions in order to maintain cultural values
(Sapp, 2002). Therefore, students enhance their expressions of a collective voice by
demonstrating their ideas and opinions through the use of others’ words.
Although the focus of this present study is on the multiple and dynamic nature of
Korean students’ textual borrowing, the concept of voice will be included as one of the
literacy norms and practices. In the fields of TESOL and L2 writing, there are multiple
definitions of voice that are not compatible with each other: distinctive opinions
understood as unique properties of Western rhetoric (Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999;
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Ramanathan & Kaplan, 1996; Swales, et al, 2000); plural identities of the author behind
the written words (Hirvela & Belcher, 2001); self-representations (Ivanic, 1998; Ivanic
and Camps, 2001); a rhetorically structured author’s identity (Matsuda, 2001; Matsuda &
Tardy, 2007, 2008); and lastly “the situated production of persons and social formations”
(Prior, 2001, p. 55). Among the different notions across the literature, I as a researcher
noticed that the term voice was used in the L2 research context of this study to refer to
individualistic opinions. While students utilized similar reading sources, they
distinguished their essay answers by incorporating their individual voices.
Going back to the discussion of the cultural derivation of Asian students’ textual
borrowing, I also note that there is a close connection between their cultural norms and
values on the one hand and educational practices on the other. In order to show respect
and maintain group harmony, students are required to depend on memorization as well as
on imitation or reproduction of reading sources (Liu, 2005; Matalene, 1985; Pennycook,
1994, 1996; Sowden, 2005). In the process of reproducing memorized readings, these
students heavily rely on the content and language of the texts to the extent that they
sometimes are accused of plagiarism from the Western perspective.
Some researchers argue, however, that the notions of memorization and
reproduction are different from rote memorization (Bloch, 2001; Liu, 2005; Pennycook,
1994, 1996; Scollon, 1994, 1995) which is treated as a poor learning strategy in U.S.
academic environments. More specifically, these studies have found that these processes
of memorization and reproduction help to deepen and develop students’ understanding of
reading material (Pennycook, 1994). In addition, the act of the reproduction of texts is
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viewed as a tool to enhance learning (Buranen, 1999; Liu, 2005). Moreover, some
Chinese students in Bloch’s (2001) studies mention that the imitation of “good” writing
pieces is a writing strategy that is actually encouraged in some of their L1 educational
contexts in order to improve rhetorical, organizational, and linguistic features in their
own writing. Buranen (1999) also argues that copying sources is a learning tool in other
cultures, similar to students’ discourse socialization in professional arenas.
Cultural Practices vs. Educational Practices
With regard to educational practices in L2 students’ home countries, I notice that
there is a different perspective regarding improper textual borrowing. While Bloch,
(2001), Bloch & Chi (1995), Buranen (1999), Deckert (1994), Dryden (1999), Flowerdew
& Li (2007), Matalene (1985), Pennycook (1994, 1996), Sapp (2002), Scollon (1994,
1995), Shi (2004), and Sowden (2005) view students’ L1 education as part of their
cultural background, Ha (2006), Liu (2005), Rinnert and Kobayashi (2005), and Wheeler
(2009) regard this kind of schooling as a separate component from cultural practices.
With their disregard for cultural factors, the latter researchers demonstrate a simplistic
understanding of Asian culture.
In particular, through their survey that cross-culturally compares 715 Japanese
students with 76 American students, Rinnert and Kobayashi (2005) found that textual
plagiarism is not a familiar concept in Japan. They measured the amount that participants
learned from formal L1 writing instruction of six writing skills (i.e., how to organize the
content, put in references, support points, summarize, quote, and paraphrase). The results
show significant differences between Japanese and American groups regarding the three
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skills of how to support, quote, and paraphrase: Japanese students’ scores were lower than
those of American students. In addition, Japanese students revealed less negative
attitudes about using someone else’s ideas and words as their own. From the findings,
Rinnert and Kobayashi conclude that although graduate students show more awareness
than do undergraduate students and liberal art majors more than do science majors,
generally Japanese students are not aware of the need for citation. These researchers also
argue that lack of education and strict policies along with academic training in the
disciplines are more related to these differential findings than are cultural factors.
Based on findings from a survey and interview study on 77 Japanese college
students’ perceptions of textual borrowing, Wheeler (2009) claims that these learners’
awareness of and unease with plagiarism are similar to their counterparts in Western
universities. He asked Japanese students to read and evaluate two one-paragraph essays
which appeared to be written by two different students, along with another that was made
to appear as an excerpt from a published article. After the participants found out that the
student writers had copied the published work, no matter whether both ideas and wording
were copied or only the ideas were copied, they evaluated the essays with lower scores.
Based on this finding, Wheeler argues that Japanese students lack the formal writing
education regarding proper documentation and that cultural differences are not the main
factors for this lack. The view of Ha (2006) and Lui (2005), insiders within Asian
cultures, is aligned with Wheeler’s argument. They both assert that textual plagiarism is
not encouraged in their respective cultures and that citation conventions are simply not
taught in their countries.
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Although inappropriate textual borrowing is possibly attributed to students’
educational background, I argue that such a claim is not convincing for two reasons. For
one, in Rinnert and Kobayashi’s (2005) as well as in Wheeler’s (2009) study, the results
do not take into account any cultural indicators but rather rely on their participants’
perceptions of their L1 writing education and of the notion of plagiarism. Without any
empirical evidence or personal observation related to culture, however, they argue only
for the impact of educational practices, as shown in Wheeler’s argument: “[instructors in
Japan] may decide that they have no business infringing upon the students’ beliefs, and
spend little to no time explaining how the act should and can be avoided” (p. 26).
However, with no apparent conflict related to the connection between students’ source
use and cultural practices, Wheeler cannot claim that educational factors are more
dominant than cultural factors.
Secondly, it seems problematic to argue against cultural differences in place of
educational factors, especially because both are closely connected to each other.
Educational practices frequently are related to cultural traditions. That is, a lack of
education on the topic of students’ documentation practices may result from cultural
norms and practices of using other people’s ideas and words: respect for authority and
received wisdom, value on group harmony and shared opinions, and learning practices
which involve memorization and repetition. Consequently, I claim that a thorough
understanding of students’ cultural values and practices enables us to better understand
educational system, value, and conventions that comprise good teaching and learning. In
effect, when trying to understand literacy practices within a culture, we oftentimes are
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required to take a close look at the culture’s educational system and practices.
Perceptions only or Perceptions with Practices
Whether cultural practices and educational practices are understood together or
separately, many studies in this area have focused solely on participants’ perceptions of
textual borrowing in general or on their perceptions of textual borrowing practices in
their own writing or in their countries (Bloch, 2001; Buranen, 1999; Day, 2001; Deckert,
1994; Dryden, 1999; Ha, 2006; Liu, 2005; Matalene, 1985; Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2005;
Sapp, 2002; Sowden, 2005; Rinnert and Kobayashi, 2005; Wheeler, 2009). For instance,
Deckert (1993) examines the perceptions of textual borrowing among 211 Chinese
students at a Hong Kong university; he found not only that these students are less aware
of the Western notion of textual borrowing, but also that they regard this practice as
inappropriate because it prevents them from learning and confronts them with feelings of
self-deceit.
Nonetheless, other studies show a different range of perceptions. Some Asian
students have no awareness of the need for citation at all; by contrast some Chinese
students show “contradictory attitudes toward what is considered plagiarism” (Bloch,
2001, p. 217) saying that while they are allowed to employ copying or patchwriting as a
survival strategy, professional writers are not. Some Chinese scientists claim that
although they copy without citation, the important part of their papers is their own
writing (Flowerdew & Li, 2007; Li & Xiong, 1996); conversely, others consider no
citation as morally wrong or “illegal” (Buranen, 1999, p. 68).
No matter how L2 writers’ perceptions vary, I question whether their perceptions
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always translate into practice. As Pennycook (1996) points out, there might be a gap
between how one perceives textual borrowing and how one enacts such personal
perceptions. Along the same line, Dryden (1999) shows a double standard among
Japanese students and faculty. In a survey in which approximately two hundred Japanese
undergraduate students participated, “copying a source without attribution was
considered ‘improper’ and ‘not conductive to a good education’” but “plagiarism as we
think of it in the West does commonly occur in Japan” (p. 76). Moreover, a survey and
interview study of several dozen professors also found that despite these teachers’
negative perceptions of inappropriate textual borrowing and its frequent occurrences,
they nonetheless tended to overlook the practice and give no significant, consistent
penalty.
If perceptions do not always match the practices as seen above, investigations on
only perceptions might not uncover how textual borrowing is actually understood in L2
English students’ home countries. Consequently, to have a comprehensive, accurate
picture of textual borrowing, it is necessary to examine both perceptions and practices. In
this way, we can better serve our students who come from different cultural and
educational backgrounds and whose perceptions might be different from their practices in
writing academic papers.
So far, my review of a body of the literature on the cultural and educational
accounts of textual borrowing has explored: respect for authorities and received wisdom,
value on group harmony, learning practices related to memorization and repetition, and
unfamiliarity of citation conventions. The literature enables us to expand the horizon of
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textual borrowing and literacy practices in non-Western countries through their findings
that students’ inappropriate source use tends to be related to their cultural and educational
backgrounds rather than to their intentions to deceive. Thus these studies shed new light
on the “stealing metaphor” (Bloch, 2001, p. 221) that has been applied by some to
account for L2 students’ textual borrowing.
Regardless of their positive results, some studies in the area of textual borrowing
tend to oversimplify the cultural and educational background factors of Asian students
and enhance the otherness of Asian culture (Barks & Watts, 2001; Canagarajah, 2002,
Pennycook, 1994, 1996; Scollon, 1994, 1995). In this respect, Bloch (1999) suggests that
although hows are different, “both [Asian culture and Western culture] have
acknowledged the importance of integrating the ideas of other authors into a text”
(p. 215). Scollon (1995) assents when he argues that Chinese students try to merge their
individual voice into a more collaborative voice through textual borrowing. Along the
same line, I do not think that Asian traditions ignore textual borrowing. Rather, the
traditions have their own ways to borrow reading sources and incorporate writers’
opinions into their academic writing (Buranen, 1999).
Textual Borrowing in Situated L2 Writing Contexts
A group of researchers has responded to the drawbacks of such cultural
explanations through their studies on students’ enculturation into L2 English academic
contexts (Abasi & Akbari, 2008; Abasi & Grave, 2008; Abasi et al, 2006, Angèlil-Carter,
2000; Flowerdew & Li, 2007; Ouellette, 2008). In particular, these studies have explored
textual borrowing as it relates to students’ difficulties with language and writing, shown
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when they accomplish writing tasks and figure out disciplinary norms or institutional
ideology within new academic circumstances.
Language Difficulties
Bloch (2001), Currie (1998), Flowerdew & Li (2007), Liu (2005), and Pecorari
(2001) underscore that patchwriting is a critical strategy for students who struggle with
low language proficiency along with a heavy reading and workload. To begin, Bloch
argues that difficulty with reading might result in students’ practices of too-close
paraphrasing and patchwriting as strategies in order to learn new vocabulary and
understand syntactic rules.
In Currie’s (1998) study, a Chinese student who had struggled with language use,
developed a strategy to survive in a course within a U.S. academic setting. She combined
items from lists and tables in a textbook into full sentences and employed patchwriting
skills by copying some phrases, whole sentences, and entire paragraphs. Regardless of
the fact that she copied readings without citation, Currie nonetheless contends that this
student did not intend to violate Western norms. Rather, her strategy was successful in
the process of developing language proficiency, staying out of trouble and passing the
course.
Flowerdew and Li (2007) also show that Chinese science major students develop
“language re-use” (p. 440) strategies to borrow published authors’ words. By arguing
that important parts of papers were written on their own, the students show that they are
confident with their work and that patchwriting is a tool to overcome their language
difficulties. Similarly, by examining institutional penalties against textual borrowing by
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international students who had low linguistic proficiency, Pecorari (2001) claims that
patchwriting should not be considered as a “conscious violation of the rules” (p. 229) but
rather as a natural consequence of language development.
Difficulties as Novice Writers of L2 Academic Literacy
In order for incoming L2 English student writers, particularly graduate students,
to interact with readers of specific, situated discourse communities, they are expected to
learn the nature of their disciplines and dominant writing conventions as well as content
within their subject areas. Appropriate source use is also a crucial strategy to gain access
into the expected literacy practices and to be ensured their affiliation within situated
academic contexts (Casanave, 1995, 2003; Pecorari, 2006; Prior, 1998).
However, it must be a challenge for L2 writers to be aware of “occluded features”
in their discourse communities. According to Pecorari (2006), citation is one important
but difficult area of occlusion. In her research, Pecorari shows that students who are not
conscious of implicit literacy norms in their disciplines are more likely to patchwrite.
Thus, it is imperative to explore how to provide L2 graduate students with detailed,
academic support which enables them to understand the tacit features of disciplinary
writing.
Bloch and Chi (1995) also emphasize the need for understanding the various
literacy norms and conventions that are promoted in different disciplines. In comparing
articles published in the physical and social sciences, they found differential requirements
for source use between the two disciplines. Based on this finding, they argue that it is
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crucial for students to understand the implicit features of textual borrowing that are
required in their disciplines and for teachers to provide explicit guidelines.
Although the research focus is not on disciplinary writing, Angèlil-Carter (1997)
also shows her participant’s struggle which derives from an unfamiliarity with genre
expectation and academic writing within the research context. In fact, the student finally
achieves the expected textual borrowing through hidden investment and is able to
improve his composition skills from writer-based to reader-based writing. Due to the gap
between his primary and secondary discourse, however, he relies on “inappropriate,
emotional register though a period of trying to detach himself entirely from the writing”
(p. 282) and hardly is able to use sources effectively.
As shown, much research in TESOL and L2 writing has explored factors which
impede students’ appropriate textual borrowing. In doing so, most of the studies have
debunked not only such moral views that frequently had been observed in classrooms, but
also university policies in English-speaking countries, including outer and extended
circle 4 countries. No matter what theoretical framework an investigation has adopted nor
what the main focus is, a research study begins by problematizing underlying moral
judgments and then provides counterevidence related to previous testimonial and research
findings. It is evident that these findings provide valuable information to better
understand the students’ writing practices and some even liberate L2 English students
from the accusation of intentional plagiarism.
4

In outer circle countries such as India, Nigeria, and the Philippines, English is used as
an official language in addition to these countries’ first languages (L1), while in extended
countries such as China and Korea, English is viewed as English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) (Kachru, 1997). Canagarajah (1999) labels the outer circle and extended circle as
peripheral.
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Lack of Comprehensive Studies on Textual Borrowing
Despite the positive effects of anecdotal and empirical studies, while researchers
have examined either L1 traditions or L2 contextual elements, there exists a tendency in
the fields of TESOL and L2 writing that accepts either cultural factors or situated factors
as legitimate ones. This tendency is problematic because each group of
researchers/factors remains exclusive and disconnected. In fact, despite Pennycook’s
(1994, 1995) and Scollon’s (1994, 1995) earlier suggestions for further research, few
empirical studies offer a comprehensive view on L2 English students’ textual borrowing
in association with its complexities and dynamics.
As a consequence, very little is known about whether students’ backgrounds have
a persistent effect on their source use throughout their academic years in the United
States. In addition, we have scant data about how both students’ backgrounds and
literacy practices in L2 academic settings are related to their development of L2 literacy
and their changes in textual borrowing practices. Moreover, there is little research
evidence about how similar or divergent effects individual students’ cultural backgrounds
make upon their understanding of textual borrowing in the same situated contexts.
Importantly, since there are few studies which explore the complexities and
dynamics of textual borrowing, teachers in the L2 discipline have focused mainly on
teaching visible textual features such as quoting, summarizing, paraphrasing, and citation
methods. Therefore, L2 students also limit the notion of textual borrowing to the evident
technical aspects without fully understanding the relation between their written text and
the reading sources and the ways to use the materials to develop and articulate their own
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opinions as expected in many L2 academic circumstances. In this respect, particularly in
envisaging such pedagogical concerns, I argue for an empirical study which explores not
only L2 English students’ perceptions and practices of textual borrowing, but also the
changes of these students’ understanding when they engage in a literacy event in their
discipline.
Lack of Studies on Korean Students
Related to the research on source use in the fields of TESOL and L2 writing,
another problem that I have noticed is too much attention to Chinese students and little
empirical attention on those from other cultural backgrounds. As Flowerdew and Li
(2007) point out, textual plagiarism is found in academic papers of students from various
cultural backgrounds: that is, Asian, African, Eastern European, and American students
have been found to patchwrite. However, there have been a limited number of studies
which show a range of textual borrowing practices within these various cultures. Rather,
empirical studies have focused only on a few cultural traditions, especially those of
Chinese students. Moreover, although there are different cultural groups under the
category of Asian culture, many studies have investigated Chinese students, culture,
literacy conventions, and textual borrowing practices as representative of all Asian
students.
Despite my previous lack of awareness, the impetus which drove me to make the
research investments stemmed from my confusion and pedagogical concern over textual
borrowing practices of my Korean tutees preparing for the Comps in the TESOL
Master’s program. In fact, L2 English student populations have become prominent in
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TESOL Master’s programs in the United States in the last decades 5 as a result of
globalization and an emphasis on English education. Korean students are part of these
populations. In recent years, as the interest in TESOL has increased in Korea and
relationships between Korean and U.S. institutions have been established, the presence of
Korean students has been noticeable in classrooms, professional conferences, as well as
at TESOL and applied linguistics summer schools. By participating in the academic
communities, they have undertaken exposure to English language and culture within their
academic contexts and professional development (see, Pavlenko, 2003). These
students—who have brought their cultural, discoursal, and educational norms with them
from their country of origin—oftentimes show frustration, confusion, and are challenged
during the process of disciplinary enculturation (see Canagarajah, 2002; Connor, 1999).
However, they also play a crucial role as informants of classroom practices and
educational policies from their country (see Kamhi-Stein, 1999; Li, 1999) and as agencies
of language learning in their discourse communities (Skilton-Sylvester, 2001).
Regardless of their presence and particular roles, however, there is relatively little
empirical attention given to the academic practices of Korean students. Being motivated
to study this particular group of students, I have searched for empirical and intellectual
studies about their textual borrowing practices. In recent years, there have been a few
studies which include Korean undergraduate students: Hyland’s (2005) qualitative

5

According to the TESOL’s Directory of Professional Preparation Programs in TESOL in
the U.S. and Canada (1995), 173 out of 279 programs listed in the directory reported that
1,998 graduate students were native speakers and 1,112 graduate students were L2
users. In addition, in 43 out of the 173 programs, the number of L2 graduate students
was either equal to or larger than that of L1 speakers of English (D. Liu, 1999, p. 197).

40

investigation includes one Korean student while Keck’s (2006) quantitative research
includes ten. However, because the unit of analysis in the first study is faculty feedback
and the Korean group in the second study is part of a larger group, there is no in-depth
discussion on the complex and dynamic nature of Korean students’ textual borrowing.
Research Questions
The main objective of this study is to investigate the practice of textual borrowing
with a methodology that does not take a moralistic approach or assume the either/or
fallacy, but rather provides an empirical investigation of this topic with a population
group of students that has heretofore been ignored. To achieve the objective, I developed
a set of research questions which consisted of an overarching question and four
subquestions.
The following is this study’s overarching research question:
How are L2 TESOL graduate students’ perceptions and practices of textual
borrowing related to their cultural backgrounds and writing contexts when they
engage in academic writing for the Comps?
In order to provide a comprehensive picture of student participants’ textual borrowing, I
examined both perceptions and practices. Throughout this study, I will use
understandings interchangeably to refer to both perceptions and practices to avoid
repeating the same vocabulary. In addition, when investigating the main question, I
focused on the particular academic context in which the participants prepared for the
high-stakes exam, the Comps. Heath (1983) and Barton and Hamilton (2000) regard a
literacy event as an interactional and observable phenomenon with a set of repeatable
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discursive activities that involve reading and writing. Drawing on their notion, I
considered the Comps to be a significant literacy event that affects and is affected by
multiple interactions and thus produces a particular genre of academic discourse which in
turn engages a large amount of reading and writing. In fact, I optimally was able to
examine the participants’ textual borrowing practices and transitions throughout the entire
time period of the exam preparation.
In pursing this main research question, I examined L2 students’ norms and
conventions of source integration and documentation both in their home country and in
their U.S. academic context in order to take into account the complex and dynamic nature
of L2 students’ textual borrowing. In this regard, I came up with the following additional
research questions that focused on a group of Korean students in a TESOL Master’s
program as the subjects of the current study:
1. How is textual borrowing perceived and practiced within the academic
contexts of English education in Korea?
2. What are faculty expectations for textual borrowing in the Master’s program
of the Korean graduate students in the United States?
With regard to Question 1, although the answer for this inquiry was used as
background information, it provided insights into the relation between the norms and
practices of textual borrowing in Korea and the cultural, educational, and literacy
practices in this country. This information enabled me to recognize what background
factors the participants brought with them to the U.S. graduate program. Along the same
line, Question 2 allowed me to look at how textual borrowing was understood in the
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TESOL program through the lens of faculty expectations. This information also helped
explore how the participants’ perceptions and practices of source use were interconnected
with contextual norms and requirements in their L2 academic setting.
The third and fourth questions were directly related to the inquiry of the main
participants in the U.S. TESOL Master’s program:
3. What are the Korean graduate students’ initial perceptions and practices of
textual borrowing when they prepared for the Comps within the U.S.
academic context?
4. How do the participants’ perceptions and practices of textual borrowing
change throughout the time period of their Comps preparation in the program?
Question 3 and 4 were framed in order to investigate the main research theme:
Korean students’ perceptions and practices of textual borrowing within the particular
academic setting. Nonetheless, despite the investigation of the same research inquiry, I
separated the students’ initial perceptions and practices from those that occurred during
their later academic career in order to better capture any changes that may have occurred
in terms of cultural and contextual elements at different phases in their textual borrowing.
Theoretical Framework
In this study, I aim to highlight the complexities and dynamics of Korean
students’ textual borrowing practices, as demonstrated when they engaged in writing a
particular type of academic prose, the exam essay, and shaped their identities as
professionals in a master’s degree program. To do so, I examined textual borrowing
practices in two different contexts, one of which was the participants’ country of origin
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and the other was their new academic situation: the field of English education in Korea
and a TESOL master’s program in the United States. Based on these findings, I further
investigated the perceptions and practices of five Korean students’ source use that has
been complex and constantly changing throughout their learning trajectories in the L2
academic context. To analyze the data collected and discuss findings about both cultural
and contextual elements and their effects on individual students’ textual borrowing, I
adopted as an overarching theoretical framework the New Literacy Studies (NLS) (see
Gee, 1996; Street, 1995, 2003, 2005).
More specifically, I relied on the ideological model of literacy (Streets, 1984,
1993, 2001, 2003a, 2003b, 2005) that applies to textual borrowing practices in Korea. I
also drew on situated literacies (Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000; Barton & Hamilton,
2000; Tusting, 2000; Tusting, Ivanic & Wilson, 2000) with regard to faculty expectations
and students’ source use within the L2 context. Although the ideological model of
literacy and situated literacies are both aligned with the NLS, I discuss them separately
since each provides a unique framework suitable for different research contexts in my
study.
Ideological Model of Literacy
I will start this section with a discussion on a theoretical framework of culture in
order to provide a wider context for subsequent investigations and discussions on Korean
textual borrowing practices in the next chapter in which I present my findings. Here, in
response to Leki’s (2003) call for extending the scope of L2 writing, I have drawn on the
ideological perspective that has been speculated and adopted extensively in literacy

44

studies (Street, 1984, 1993, 2001, 2003a, 2003b, 2005). Remarkably, the theoretical
perspective framed on the basis of the postmodernist paradigm has enabled me to
approach and understand the data, thus avoiding evaluative judgments on literacy
practices that include textual borrowing practices in the EFL research context.
Street (1984) coined the terms autonomous and ideological as a set in order to
present different attitudes about the role of literacy. By the autonomous model of literacy,
he means discrete, cognitive skills which are applicable to any individual in any literacy
context. Due to the nature of “a set of uniform, technical skills” (Street, 2001, p. 2), as
Street himself highlights, the model “disguises the cultural and ideological assumptions
that underpin it and that can then be presented as though they are neutral and universal”
(2005, p. 417). As a consequence, this schema oftentimes privileges Western literacy
norms and conventions as those applicable to all and impose such Western views upon
other cultures.
The ideological model of literacy is an alternative that Street (1984) has proposed
to point out that literacy itself is not imparted neutrally and therefore he argues “to view
literacy practices as inextricably linked to cultural and power structures in society and to
recognize the variety of cultural practices associated with reading and writing in different
contexts” (Street, 1993, p. 7). As promised, the model based on such a sociocultural,
anthropological, and cross-cultural perspective allows us to understand a different range
of literacy practices across contexts that are closely connected to cultural norms and
conventions. In addition, it helps us view particular aspects of literacy practices as they
are related to wider issues as well as to the power structure within a culture or society.
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Postmodernist perspective

The New Literacy Studies
Ideological perspective

Ethnicities, races, or nations

Situated Literacies

Social groups

Individuals

Figure 2-4. Expanded models of culture

Particularly in TESOL and L2 literacy studies, I have noticed that when taking
into account certain learning/literacy patterns this ideological perspective focuses more
on large cultural and social groups rather than on individuals, as seen in Figure 2-4.
From this perspective, however, we may not be able to draw on the understanding of
multiple selves within individual writers. Nonetheless, this ideological standpoint has
been shown to be suitable for this study: when used to compare textual borrowing
practices in Korea with those in the U.S., it offers “a more culturally sensitive view of
literacy practices” (Street, 2003, p. 78) and “detailed, in-depth accounts of actual practice
in different cultural settings” (Street, 1993, p.1).
In relation to this ideological perspective, Cortazzi and Jin’s (1996) notion of
culture of learning also should be taken into account. In their framework, they explore
educational practices that are built on widely accepted frameworks of expectations, value,
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and conventions about what constitutes good teaching and learning. In effect, when
trying to understand literacy practices within a culture, we oftentimes are required to take
a close look at the culture’s educational system and practices. Such a closer examination
is needed because “the school is a social construction” as well, which represents the
situated culture (Street, 2003a). In this vein, when we investigate literacy norms and
conventions, Cortazzi and Jin’s culture of learning is a useful notion in that it helps to
look at these connections in terms of not only their cultural and social practices, but their
institutional practices as well.
In light of the importance of understanding cultures of learning, there is an issue
to which we should pay close attention. In many studies (e.g., Chick, 1996, Li, 1998,
Shamim, 1996), it has been shown that when educators attempt to transplant Western
cultures of learning, the new system does not easily fit into the local educational systems
and practices. Li’s (1998) research study is a case in point. In spite of the widespread
adoption of communicative language teaching (CLT) in L2 English learning contexts, this
approach has not worked well in language classes in Korea. This failure is mostly
because of the cultural clash between underlying educational ideologies in Korea and
those of Western countries. Such a conflict is also exemplified in Shamim’s (1996) study.
Her attempt to implement innovative methodology at a Pakistani university aroused
students’ resistance when she did so without a deep understanding of the beliefs and
assumptions of the learners who were representatives of the larger society.
As for such clashes and conflict, researchers point out that it is problematic not to
take into consideration different cultures of learning which have been derived from a long
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educational history and thus reflect the values, attitudes and conventions of non-western
cultures. Moreover, they suggest that the uncritical adoption and overemphasis of
Western cultures of learning result in serious conflicts within such language classrooms
in EFL contexts; they also warn against imposing Western ideology and discourse on
students’ learning of language and writing and spreading cultural and linguistic
imperialism in these contexts.
Taking into consideration the goals and problems of the ideological model of
literacy and culture of learning, I assert that this model is suitable for the current study
which involves the EFL research context from which my participants came. When
examining and interpreting the data collected in Korea on the basis of this ideological
perspective, I have been able to overcome the moral views of different practices of
textual borrowing. Moreover, through examining particular textual practices, I have
come to understand their contextual inspirations since the framework is aligned with the
NLS.
Situated Literacies
In order to examine and discuss the faculty members’ expectations for textual
borrowing and the participants’ perceptions and practices in the L2 context, I relied on
the NLS (Barton, 1994; Gee, 1996, 2000; Street, 1995, 2003, 2005), particularly situated
literacies (Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000; Barton & Hamilton, 2000; Tusting, 2000;
Tusting, Ivanic & Wilson, 2000). According to Gee (2000), the NLS is one of the
movements that has encouraged “‘social turn’ away from a focus on individual behavior
and individual minds toward a focus on social and cultural interaction” (p. 180). Along
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the same line, advocates of the NLS agree that literacy is understood as a set of social
practices, and thus they have reconceptualized the social theory of literacy and developed
a theoretical framework in the name of situated literacies (Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic,
2000; De Pourbaix, 2000; Pardoe, 2000; Tusting, Ivanic & Wilson, 2000). Based on this
framework, literacy is seen “as multiple, patterned by power relationships, purposeful,
historically situated, and changing over time” (Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000, p. 2).
To account for situated literacies in more detail, I have drawn on five propositions
out of six that Barton and Hamilton (2000) outlined on the basis of Barton’s (1994)
earlier work and that Tusting (2000) elaborated further. When explaining these
propositions, I exclude one proposition—“There are different literacies associated with
different domains of life” (Barton and Hamilton, 2000, p. 11). This is not because I do
not agree with this statement regarding its point on multiple literacy practices in different
domains such as school, home, and work-place, but because it is not directly related to
my study. In addition, I discuss the last two propositions together because they overlap in
a way that I am able to make a major point. The following discussion of these
propositions is significant because it enables us to understand the notion of literacy as a
social practice through the process of showing how Barton and Hamilton’s theoretical
framework captures the connections between literacy practices and social structure in
situated contexts.
“Literacy is best understood as a set of social practices; these can be inferred
from events which are mediated by written texts” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000, p. 9).
According to Barton and Hamilton (2000), literacy events are observable interactional
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episodes which involve written texts and talks around these texts; importantly, the events
and texts are shaped by social practices. In this respect, it is said that such episodes and
texts are situated within a social context: that is, they are closely connected to what
people do— read, write, and talk—within their daily lives.
“Literacy practices are patterned by social institutions and power relationships,
and some literacies are more dominant, visible and influential than others” (Barton &
Hamilton, 2000, p. 11). Thus, literacy events and written texts in a context are not
accidental, but rather they are established, arranged, and maintained according to the
values, beliefs, and conventions within this context. In this case, there are more dominant
and powerful literacy practices that are supported by the institutional norms and
practices. Although vernacular literacies and L2 literacies are not randomly shaped and
developed, they are likely to be treated as powerless and less influential.
“Literacy practices are purposeful and embedded in broader social goals and
cultural practices” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000, p. 12). In relation to the central premise
that literacy is situated, any text in a literacy event serves a variety of textual functions
within a context: “For instance, there are ways in which literacy acts as evidence, as
display, as threat, and as ritual” (p. 13). The textual functions therefore are carried out to
fulfill certain purposes, goals, and cultural practices in a broader macro setting. For
example, the act of providing evidence in a published essay or in a public talk is a way to
persuade the audience, to enhance a particular group’s status, or to demonstrate the
writer/speaker ability to use legitimate discourse within a cultural context. Such
purposeful literacy practices can be found not only in the ways that individuals take part
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in literacy events, but also in the ways that social/cultural groups do. In this case,
literacies become social and cultural references.
“Literacy is historically situated,” that is “literacy practices are as fluid, dynamic
and changing as the lives and societies of which they are a part” (Barton & Hamilton,
2000, p. 13); “Literacy practices change and new ones are frequently acquired through
processes of informal learning and sense making as well as formal education and
training” (Tusting, 2000, p. 41). Individuals’ literacy practices do change throughout
their lives while they engage in different educational, social, and cultural practices.
People constantly construct, revise, and change their literacy practices in the processes of
shifting from one level of education to the next, of going back and forth between home
literacy and school/workplace, and of being exposed to different cultures. Besides, they
have a cluster of multiple experiences that are linked to present/future literacy events, and
such particular experiences might lead them to revisit and change their current literacy
practices. Although this is not addressed by Barton and Hamilton (2000) or by Tusting
(2000), I assume that individuals’ literacy histories can be shaped in association with the
literacy practices of current/past members who take part in similar literacy events within
a context. In this sense, literacy practices are not monolithic and fixed, but rather
dynamic and changing.
As discussed above, the theoretical framework, situated literacies, captures
literacy as a set of social practices. From this theoretical perspective, we can understand
how texts and talks produced in literacy events are situated in a social and cultural
context. Moreover, from this theoretical perspective, we are able to grasp that although
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literacy practices are shaped by the power structure within an institution for certain
functions, purposes and goals, these literary practices are historically situated and
changing all the time. In this respect, the characteristics of situated literacies, as outlined
by Barton and Hamilton (2000) and elaborated upon by Tusting (2000), also have guided
me to approach the expectations for and practices of textual borrowing as social practices
that are moreover contextual, historically situated, and changeable.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODOLOGY
Rationale for Qualitative Research
This study aims to comprehensively analyze, describe, and interpret the
complexities and dynamics of Korean graduate students’ textual borrowing by exploring
their perceptions and practices presented in the process of their Comps preparation. In
doing so, I found that the qualitative research design proved to be suitable for my study
because it allowed me to undertake a participant-relevant inquiry, achieve a holistic and
contextualized understanding of the participants’ textual borrowing, and adopt an
ideological theoretical orientation.
In effect, the research tradition guided me to achieve an emic rather than an etic
perspective (Firth & Wagner, 1997; Richards, 2003; TESOL, 2003). In other words, the
qualitative approach allowed me to search for participant perspectives instead of an
outsider-imposed, judgmental epistemology (Erickson, 1986 in Bogdan & Biklen, 2000;
Guba & Lincoln, 1994). As a consequence, through the exploration of the participants
who themselves played the role of ethnographers in their own learning trajectories
(Johns, 1997; Richards, 2003), I pondered the multiple and changing nature of their
source use.
Furthermore, qualitative research enabled me to draw on a comprehensive and
context sensitive understanding of my participants’ meaning-making while they
undertook acts associated with the Western convention of textual borrowing. Based on
this exploration, I was able to investigate in depth the hows and whys of textual
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borrowing exhibited in my participants’ real life world as well as in my firsthand research
context (Denzin, 2000; Nunan, 1992; Street, 2003a; TESOL, 2003). In this way, I was
also able to provide detailed descriptive and interpretive accounts.
In the similar line, because I attempted to speculate how my participants’ cultural
and educational backgrounds interplayed with their learning processes of textual
borrowing, no other research methodology could have substituted for the qualitative one
which adopted an ideological theoretical orientation toward culture. By taking into
account culture by means of the ethnographic methodology, I dealt not only with
patterned and shared norms and practices, but also with a set of heterogeneous, dynamic,
and evolving attributes in the participants’ home country.
Research Context
Along with an increasing emphasis on English education in Korea and the
establishment of relationships with educational programs at U.S. institutions, Korean
students have become visible in the TESOL program at a large U.S. urban university that
I will call University of Balance (UB). After initiating the first relationship with
Hankook University (HKU) in Korea in the fall of 1998 and the second with Minju
University (MJU) in the fall of 2002, the TESOL program has had several new students
every semester prior to my research study. While some students started the Master’s
program at UB, most of the Korean students transferred from HKU or MJU.
To obtain a Master’s degree, the transfer students were required to take six
courses out of ten and pass their Comps. Generally, it took them one and a half academic
years to finish this program. In order to maintain their student visas in the United States
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as international students, they had to take three courses per semester; International
Student Offices (ISO), however, allowed them to take only two classes in their first
semester. UB TESOL required six core courses (i.e., Teaching Second/Foreign
Language Skill, Applied Language Studies I & II, Second Language Acquisition, Context
of Teaching/Learning Language), two departmental electives (i.e., Second Language
Writing, Academic Discourse in TESOL, or doctoral courses) and two out-of-department
electives. With the exception of out-of-department electives that the Korean transfer
students did not have to take, most of the courses were taught by two full-time faculty
members (Dr. Anderson and Dr. Warren) and three part-time instructors (Dr. Curtis, Dr.
Goldsmith, and Dr. Richards).
After completing their coursework, students in the program had to take the
Comps, held once per semester: one on the first Saturday in March and the other on the
first Saturday in November. According to my own analysis of Directory of Teacher
Education Programs in TESOL in the United States and Canada, 2002-2004 (Garshick,
2002), at the time when my participants prepared for the Comps, more than 50 % of the
TESOL Master’s programs in North America (105 out of 205) required the same type of
exam as the only requirement for a degree, or as one of the options along with service
teaching, a thesis, and an oral defense. Although the local details might vary across
universities, the Comps at UB TESOL consisted of five sections. For the first, students
were asked to choose fifteen items out of forty and write one to three sentences
identifying each of the selected topics; in the other sections, students were required to
write eight essay answers from a selection of topics/questions, two from each section.
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Being familiar with the Comps at UB TESOL, I decided to focus on this literacy
event when exploring the complexities and dynamics of the participants’ textual
borrowing. Students write different genres of academic papers doing their coursework
and all papers do not involve source use. When preparing for the Comps, however, they
produce multiple drafts/essays of the same type of academic writing for which source use
is compulsory and thus students have to look for, read, and incorporate references. In
addition, the Comps exam provides a context in which multiple interactions happen
between professors and students and among students. The Korean students, as well as
other students at UB TESOL, exchanged email messages, formed study groups,
developed learning strategies and sought out advice from more advanced students who
already had taken the exam. Within the scope of these activities, students were able to
present their understanding of textual borrowing and adjust these perceptions throughout
a given period of time. In this respect, I believed that the Comps represented the literacy
event from which I could best infer the participants’ understanding of textual borrowing
in relation to their visible and interactional activities.
In this study, I focused on the textual borrowing of Korean students, all of whom
went to TESOL certificate programs in their home country. To fully understand their
experiences in their home-based programs, I think it is necessary to explain the evolution
of TESOL in Korea. In a 2004 interview with Dr. Kim, a professor at HKU, I discovered
that ten universities ran TESOL as certificate or Master’s programs in Korea. Although
every four-year university in Korea offers English relevant majors such as English
education, English language, and English literature, TESOL is a newly established
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academic discipline in this country. According to Dr. Kim, HKU was the first institution
to offer TESOL programs in Korea; more specifically, these programs consisted of a
certificate program that started in 1997 and a graduate program in 1999. Recognizing the
success of both programs at the forefront of English education, several other universities
located in major cities such as Seoul and Pusan began to run TESOL-based programs.
Participants and Informants
As discussed earlier, the main research tradition that I chose for this dissertation
project was qualitative research. Since this study involved multiple data sources that
were collected and analyzed via different methods, it was more manageable and
meaningful to limit the number of participants. Nonetheless, the nature of my research
inquiry required that I include different informant groups in addition to the main student
participants. In order to explore to what extent participants’ perceptions and practices of
textual borrowing were connected to literacy norms and practices in L1 and L2 contexts,
I knew it was also critical to analyze faculty expectations within the respective settings.
The Foci Participants and Supplementary Student Groups
The major participants in the current study were five Korean female Master’s
students in the TESOL program: Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju, Sumin, and Sunny (all
pseudonyms). All participants were women, not because I intended to focus on a
particular gender group but because there were few male students available due to the
feminization of the TESOL discipline. As transfer students from HKU or MJU, all began
the TESOL program at UB in the fall of 2003. All took five courses together: Academic
Discourses in TESOL taught by Dr. Warren, Applied Language Studies II taught by Dr.
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Richards, Context and Curriculum and Assessment in TESOL and Context of
Teaching/Learning Language taught by Dr. Curtis, and Second Language Acquisition by
Dr. Goldsmith. Depending on what courses they were able to transfer in, they took
Applied Language Studies I that was taught by Dr. Warren or Approaches to Teaching
English Language Learners taught by Dr. Goldsmith. After one year of coursework, they
prepared for the Comps and took the examination in the fall of 2004. Because the
research context for the current study was an exam preparation situation in which
students might find it stressful to be observed by a researcher, I emphasized to the target
group that their participation in the study was voluntary.
After first obtaining permission from the TESOL faculty members, I met in
person with each of potential participants two weeks before the Master’s meeting. After
introducing myself as a researcher and sharing my outlined research proposal, I explained
my research goals, rationale, and procedures. Afterward, I showed them the consent
form (see Appendix A) and emphasized their rights as participants; I also explained that
there would be no negative consequences if they declined to take part in my research. I
gave them a week to decide on whether they would participate. All of those whom I had
contacted via email indicated their interest in participating in this study and gave consent.
I had expected initially to use the data from all six Korean students who prepared as a
group for the Comps. One student Minhea, however, was excluded from the study after
she left the research site for one and a half months due to family issues.
Since the first relationship started with HK TESOL, a variety of Korean students
had been registered at UB TESOL, ranging from new college graduates to teachers who
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had several years of teaching experience in public schools or in private language
institutes. In addition, the focus of their Korean college major included English as well
as Statistics, Physics, or Business; English, however, was the dominant major. The focus
of areas that they had taught back in Korea also varied from grammar and reading to
conversation. Moreover, the students whom they had taught in Korea ranged from
elementary students (learning English to satisfy their parents or to enjoy classroom
activities) to adults (learning conversation for pleasure or for preparation for either the
Test of English as a Foreign Language [TOEFL] or the Test of English for International
Communication [TOEIC] so that they could study abroad or pass exams for promotion to
the next academic level.

Table 3-1. Information of the Participants

Names

Age

Undergraduate
major

Teaching
experience

Teaching
areas

Target
students

TOEFL
score

Eunju

28

English

4.5 yrs

Reading

7-9 grade

253 (3)

Eunkyo

36

Information

2 yrs

Reading

10-12 grade

Hanju

26

English

1 yr

Conversation

1-6 grade

243 (4)

Sumin

27

German

0.5 yr

Conversation

K-6 grade

250 (3)

Sunny

27

English

4 yrs

Conversation

K-6 grade

260 (5)

Note. The dash (—) means that Eunkyo’s TESOL score was not reported.
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The group of participants was also heterogeneous, as compiled in Table 3-1. The
participants’ ages ranged from 26 to 36 years at the time of this study. Three of the
subjects majored in English in college whereas one studied Informational Science and the
other German. They had six months to four and a half years of teaching experience in
their country of Korea. Although this information is not included on the table, Eunju had
the longest experience of teaching in a secondary public school while the others worked
in private language institutes. The focused teaching areas were associated with the target
students whom they had taught. For high school students, the target areas of teaching
were reading and grammar while for K-6 students the target area was conversation.
Around the time that the participants transferred to UB, incoming students were
required to obtain a score of 250 on the CBT (Computer-based test) TOEFL exam; there
was, however, an exception for transfer students if their scores were not significantly
lower than the minimum requirement. Except for the score of Eunkyo who did not want
to impart it, the participants’ TOEFL scores are included on the table: they range from
243 to 260 out of a total of 300 points. The numbers in parentheses indicate the four
participants’ scores on an additional, four-paragraph essay test: the scores range from 3 to
5 out of a total of 6. Sunny received the highest score on the CBT test as well as on the
writing test while Hanju had the lowest on the CBT test but received the second highest
on the writing test. While Eunju and Eunkyo said that they took the test without any
preparation, Hanju, Sumin, and Sunny each reported attendance at a private language
institute in order to prepare for the tests.
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During my participants’ first and second semesters, there were several other
Korean students in TESOL classes who were doing coursework or sitting in to prepare
for their own Comps. The upper year Korean students provided important information
and advice about housing, transportation, banking information, or personal safety to my
participants. This information was essential for survival in this geographically and socioculturally foreign environment. More importantly, the participants were informed by the
students about academic affairs such as course registration and grade transferring, library
research, reading and writing strategies as well as how to interact with professors. The
Comps preparation was one of the important academic topics for which my participants
sought information from their peers. Before leaving for Korea after graduation, some of
the senior students shared their preparation strategies and opinions about what constituted
a good exam essay along with their reading materials and sample essays.
The non-Korean upper year students and examinees also were significant sources
of information for my participants. These non-Korean peers shared their strategies and
materials with the participants as some of the advanced Korean students did.
Interestingly, my participants and non-Korean examinees checked with each other in
order to determine whether their groups had the same information and materials. If there
were differences, they shared the materials by exchanging email messages or having
personal meetings. The non-Korean group consisted of two L2 examinees (one Indian
female and one Chinese male) and four American examinees (two female and two male).
The L2 students and one American female student were in their late twenties or early
thirties; the other three Americans were in their fifties. Among them, my participants
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interacted with the two American students in their fifties: a female student, Linda and a
male student, Micah.
To better understand the Korean participants and their literacy practices, I also
asked the non-Koreans whether I could observe their group study sessions. I was allowed
to meet with all of them after the Master’s meeting (except with the Chinese examinee
who did not appear at the meeting). I briefly talked about my research goals, rationale,
and procedures. They asked me a couple of questions about the requirements and then
agreed to participate. A few days later, an American student posted an email to the group
members regarding their next group meeting and included me in their listserv. I later
found out that both the younger American female student whom I met in the Master’s
meeting and the Chinese male student were not members of the study group; they
prepared for the Comps on their own.
Faculty Informants
Along with the foci participants and supplementary student groups, there were
two faculty groups that played significant roles as informants of literacy norms and
practices in the L1 and L2 contexts. The first was the faculty group in the TESOL
certificate or Master’s program in Korea and the second was the faculty group in the
TESOL program at UB. It was essential to investigate and compare perceptions of these
two groups on textual borrowing because it would enable us to comprehensively examine
the participants’ initial understandings and their transitions. By understanding the faculty
expectations in the L1 and L2 contexts, I could assess how congruently and divergently
the participants’ perceptions and practices changed throughout their exam preparation.
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Five informants provided insights into the writing practices and textual borrowing
practices in the participants’ home country. When commencing this research study, I
emailed professors in Korea who were teaching in TESOL at the two institutions (HKU
and MJU) where my participants attended before UB TESOL. Four professors agreed to
take part in this study, but I excluded one since his interview data was not recorded
properly. In addition to the faculty in HKU and MJU, I also contacted professors in other
institutions to increase my understanding of the processes under study and to figure out
whether there were a different range of perspectives and practices of literacy practices
and textual borrowing in Korea. Through a web search, I looked for the names of
influential, knowledgeable individual scholars and researchers in English Education in
Korea. I selected six people whose specialty was in L2 writing and emailed them to ask
for an interview, explaining the purpose of my research study. Two of them were willing
to participate in this study.

Table 3-2. Information of the Faculty in Korea

Informants

Institutions

Nationality

Dr. Han

HKU (TESOL Master’s program)

Korean

Dr. Miller

Length of
Gender teaching*
Female

4 years

MJU (TESOL certificate program) British

Male

3 weeks

Mr. Wright

MJU (TESOL certificate program) American

Male

5.5 years

Dr. Min

DNU (English education)

Korean

Male

10 years

Dr. Yun

DNU (English education)

Korean

Male

13 years

Note. The asterisk (*) refers to the informants’ length of teaching in Korea.
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Table 3-2 shows the biographical details of the five informants in Korea who
shared their expertise and experience in the field of TESOL/English education. Whereas
there was no male in the group of student participants, there was only one female faculty
informant, Dr. Han. She was a faculty member in the TESOL program at HKU. She
received her PhD at a state university in the United States four years prior to the time of
this study. Dr. Miller, who belonged to the TESOL certificate program at MJU, was a
newcomer to teaching TESOL; he had been in Korea for only three weeks at the time of
the interview with me. Mr. Wright, by contrast, had a great deal of teaching experience
in Korea and was motivated to learn about the Korean language and culture. Dr. Min and
Dr. Yun, who had responded to my email messages, happened to work together in the
same department at Daehan National University (DNU). Both contributed to English
education in Korea by participating in a nation-wide curriculum development project and
by publishing papers for academic audiences as well as for a wider audience.
Dr. Anderson and Dr. Warren were the informants for textual borrowing practices
at UB TESOL. Dr. Anderson had been teaching and evaluating the Comps for six years
there. Due to her position as Program Director that began in the fall of 2003 and her
sabbatical leave in the spring of 2004, she had no chance to teach a course to the
participants. In relation to addressing students’ questions as they prepared for the Comps
held in the fall of 2004, she preferred to communicate with students via email and thus
exchanged a great number of emails with the examinees during this research period.
Through such email communication, she provided feedback on students’ sample essays
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and dealt with a variety of procedural and technical questions concerning registration,
preparation, process, and grading.
Dr. Warren had been teaching in the program for three years. She taught Applied
Linguistics I and Academic Discourse in the fall of 2003; three participants out of five
took both her courses and two took only Academic Discourse. With regard to student
questions, she preferred face-to-face contact to email exchanges. Via individual
conferences about prewritten essays that the student participants brought with them, she
was able to explain to students what the faculty expected for the topics of choice and how
to prepare for Comps. She also recommended and provided reading sources for
particular topics, copies of which were circulated among the examinees later.
Data Collection
To answer the four research questions, I collected qualitative data within the
following research contexts: interview data and documents in Korea during July and
August of 2004 and multiple types of data at the main research site of UB TESOL during
the fall of 2004. A detailed discussion will follow Tables 3-3 and 3-4 to address the
rationale for the use of particular methods of data collection, what specific data were
gathered, and additional accounts of when and by what means the data were gathered.
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Table 3-3. Research Questions and Data Collection Methods
Research questions

Groups

Data collection

1. How is textual borrowing perceived
and practiced in the academic contexts
of English education in Korea?

Faculty
in Korea

⋅ Interviews
⋅ Written texts
(Supplementary)

2. What are the faculty expectations
for textual borrowing in the Master’s
program of the Korean graduate
students in the US?

Faculty
at UB TESOL

⋅ Interview
⋅ Observation
⋅ Written texts

3. What are the Korean graduate
students’ initial perceptions and
practices of textual borrowing in the
academic context?

Participants
at UBTESOL

⋅ Interviews
⋅ Observations
⋅ Tutoring sessions
⋅ Written texts

4. How have the participants’
perceptions and practices of textual
borrowing changed throughout the rest
of the academic trajectories?
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Table 3-4. Summary of Data Collection

Sites
In
Korea

At UB
TESOL
in the
U.S.

Participants Methods
Faculty

Faculty

Data types

Interviews

⋅ One-hour long interviews with 5 professors
- 1 Korean professor at HKU
- 1 American professor & 1 British at MJU
- 2 Korean professors at DNU

Written texts

⋅ Institutional documents: websites & a booklet
⋅ Instructional documents: syllabi

An interview

⋅ A one-hour long interview with Dr. Warren

Observation

⋅ A Master’s meeting

Written texts ⋅ Comps package
⋅ Email messages
Students

Interviews

⋅ 2 one-hour long interviews with each participant

Observations ⋅ A Master’s meeting
⋅ 7 three-hour-long group meetings
⋅ Irregular interactions, naturally occurred
Tutoring
sessions

⋅ Three to eight sessions with each participant:
- 7 sessions with Eunju
- 3 sessions with Eunkyo
- 6 sessions with Hanju
- 4 sessions with Sumin
- 8 sessions with Sunny

Written texts ⋅ Handouts for group meetings
⋅ Drafts and revisions of ready-made Comps
answers
⋅ Actual Comp answers
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Interviews
The interview is a widely used method to collect qualitative data. By responding
to questions on a topic, the interviewees exhibit their own perspectives in their own
words (Lofland & Lofland, 1995). Bearing this in mind, I conducted 17 semi-structured
interviews with faculty members in Korea and at UB TESOL and student participants. In
order to elicit in-depth descriptive data from the informants and participants, I began by
explaining my research goals and gave them a general idea of what they would be asked.
In addition, I emphasized again that I would use pseudonyms to maintain confidentiality.
Firstly, I held a one hour-long interview with each of the six professors in Korea,
but only the data from five interviews became available: one from the TESOL Master’s
program at HKU, two from the TESOL Master’s program at MJU, and the other two
from the English education program at DNU. Compared to my questions for the student
participants, those for the faculty informants were more direct because I focused on their
answers rather than on how they responded to the questions. My inquiries were about
writing education and literacy conventions in Korea in general and textual borrowing
practices in specific. Although I uncovered a different range of perspectives and
practices among the Korean faculty members, I did observe that there was a general
consensus among these informants.
Secondly, after the student participants received the results of the Comps, I
conducted an interview with Dr. Warren in the UB TESOL program. The aim of this
interview was to obtain information about the purpose of and expectation for the Comps
from a faculty perspective and to learn how students’ essays were evaluated. It was
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essential to interview a faculty member, for it enabled me to analyze similarities and
differences between the students’ perceptions of the professors’ expectations and the
actual expectations of the professors. This interview transcription was triangulated with
the fieldnotes taken during my observation of the Master’s meeting in which the other
professor’s expectations were explicitly communicated.
Thirdly, I had one pre- and one post- interview with each of the five Korean
Master’s students in the fall of 2004: one in the beginning of the Comps preparation and
the other after the exam. I had planned to conduct three interviews with them. In the
first, my goal was to seek biographical information as well as information about their past
and current language teaching/learning experiences along with their future career plans.
Considering that my participants were examinees, I decided to have only two interviews
with each of them throughout the entire research period; therefore I asked the
demographic questions in the second interview that was held after the Comps.
During the first interview, I asked questions about their expectations and plans for
the Comps. Although I did not ask specific questions about their perceptions of the
professors’ expectations for the Comps and their experience regarding exam preparation
in Korea, this interview session informed me that they constantly referred to their
personal histories and their understanding of their home literacy practices in order to
make sense of the Comps. The second interview was designed to elicit information about
the participants’ experiences when they took the exam, in particular: (a) their actual
process of writing essays, (b) the difficulties which they experienced, (c) any gaps
between their plan and the actual process, and (d) their own perceptions of
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successful/unsuccessful strategies. This second interview after the exam provided me
with insights into how their perceptions changed in regard to norms of textual borrowing
at UB TESOL.
For the semi-structured interviews with the faculty informants and student
participants, I chose to adopt interview strategies suggested by qualitative researchers
such as Bogan and Biklen (2003). Although I prepared several questions for each
interview session, I did not ask these questions in any fixed order, but rather made an
effort to provide flexibility to the interviewees (Bogan & Biklen, 2003; Nunan, 1992). I
initiated each interview session with small talk and a general topic, while allowing the
respondents to control the length of their accounts, change topics or issues, and expand
their remarks about topics which they had not addressed in previous responses. Such
flexibility allowed the interviewees to explore the questions in depth from their own
perspectives while providing me with more emic sensitive data (Firth & Wagner, 1997;
Guba & Lincoln, 1994).
In terms of the method that the interview data were recorded, I used the audiotape
recording method in order to preserve word-for-word responses. There were 16 one-hour
long interview tapes that I transcribed so that I could repeatedly refer back to the
transcripts for data analyses (Heritage 1984 in Silverman, 1993; Nunan, 1992). Although
transcribing interviews was time-consuming, it was essential as a means to develop
additional questions that could be incorporated into subsequent interviews and to provide
a source of insight that facilitated the analysis (Lofland and Lofland, 1995).
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In addition to tape-recording, I also took notes of key words in the course of
interviews (Lofland & Lofland, 1995). Such note-taking enabled me to focus specifically
on the participants’ accounts and see connections between what they were saying
currently and what they had said previously. In this way, the note-taking technique
helped me to pose further questions that were related to their earlier responses.
Observations
Whereas the interviews were held to collect data from all informants and
participants, observations were conducted to gather data only of the student participants.
By gathering firsthand data through the observations of my participants’ real life
situations, I began to recognize how they visualized their professors’ expectations and
experienced incongruities between their home and L2 literacy practices, especially
regarding textual borrowing. Furthermore, through the observational method, I came to
understand the complexities and dynamics in their literacy practices, especially when
other members were involved in the same literacy event. In this present study, most
observations occurred before the participants took the Comps. I collected the data by
observing the students’ remarks and behaviors during (a) an official Master’s meeting,
(b) seven informal group study meetings and (c) my informal interactions with them.
Because the meetings were part of the typical activities of the UB TESOL program and
my informal interactions naturally occurred, none of these observational contexts were
set up specifically for my research.
The Master’s degree meeting was held seven weeks before the students took the
Comps. With the exception of the participant Sunny who worked part-time, all of the
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other participants were at the meeting held on Wednesday, September 15th, 2004. At the
meeting itself, Dr. Anderson and Dr. Warren addressed their expectations
straightforwardly and precisely while correcting inadequate information circulating in the
program. Since both professors attended the meeting, participants had the opportunity to
find out common attributes of the Comps along with faculty expectations.
I arrived at the meeting room around 15 minutes early and recorded contextual
information such as where the meeting room was located, how it was organized, where
each of the persons was located, who talked to whom, and the like. Then, while the
meeting proceeded, I paid detailed attention to what the faculty members’ expectations
were and how those expectations were delivered. I was also attentive to who asked what
and what questions arose in response to addressed expectations. In doing so, I as a
researcher became sensitized not only to the delivered messages but also to how the
information was distributed.
In order to record my observations, I took brief notes on the spot, particularly
when the attendees also did. I mostly used English, but code-mixing occurred when I
incorporated Korean vocabulary, expressions, and phrases in English sentences. In the
same way, after the meeting, I wrote descriptive fieldnotes (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003,
p.112) before I forgot the minute details. I tried to make the fieldnotes as accurate and
comprehensive as possible by picturing my participants and their interactions with others
and reconstructing the talks in the meeting, along with gestures, accents, and facial
expressions. I also included a description of the physical settings. I adopted this
descriptive technique in order to avoid imposing my own biases on the firsthand and raw
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data to which I referred throughout the research period. Moreover, I included my
observer’s comments at the end of the fieldnotes by recording my thoughts and ideas in
response to any incidents and issues (Bogdan & Biklen, 2003, p. 114). By doing so
during the observation process, I was able to extend my thoughts, to identify problems,
and to revise my research plan.
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Table 3-5. Timeline and Topics of the Group Studies

Wk/Date Eunju

Eunkyo

Hanju

1

Sep. Crosslinguistic
13
influence

L2 user

Interactional
competence

2

Sep. Code-switching Electronic
20
& L1 use
literacy

3

Sep. Intercultural
Conversation Pronunciation
27
communication conventions

4

Oct.
4

Literacy
models

Textual
borrowing

Multiliteracies Vocabulary

—

5

Oct.
11

Interlanguage
pragmatics

Genre
approach

CPH

—

—

6

Oct.
18

NCLB

Conversation Intonation
conventions

—

—

7

Oct.
25

L2 user

Sumin

*

Sunny

*

SLA &
bilingualism

Power
& identity

—

Difficulties
in listening

Section I: Identifications

Note. The asterisks (*) mean that the participants attended the group meeting but did not present;
the dashes (—) refer to the participants’ absences of the group meetings; CPH=Critical period
hypothesis; NCLB=the No Child Left Behind act.
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In addition to the Master’s meeting, I observed seven 3 hour-long weekly
meetings of the Korean group. The participants first discussed the essay questions by
focusing on one section a week from Sections II to V. They arranged two more meetings
in the fifth and sixth weeks; the last meeting was about identifications in Section I. Table
3-5 illustrates the detailed timeline and topics under discussion.
As for the individual meetings, the participants had planned to focus on Section II
at the first meeting. Although only three participants—Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju—
presented the topics that they had chosen in advance, all five participated in the group
discussions. Except for the last meeting when they worked on identifications, the second
meeting was the only one in which all participated. Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju were the
only ones who attended all six of the group study meetings. From the third meeting to
the sixth, Sumin and Sunny were absent from three meetings due to personal and
academic issues. In effect, by observing how these participants at all seven meetings
presented and discussed concepts and topics of choice, I clearly noticed their similar and
different responses to the notions of textual borrowing and congruent and divergent
patterns of changes throughout their learning trajectories.
As I did at the Master’s meeting, I used descriptive notations to record the
observational data of the group meetings. Although the participants used their first
language of Korean, I chose to take the notes mostly in English by mixing codes because
the purposes, foci, and techniques for taking fieldnotes at group meetings were not
significantly affected by the medium of language. I also audiotaped the entirety of those
meetings at which the participants were most likely to precede their discussions with
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small talk about personal issues related to the Comps or to end the meeting with chatting
about their worries and future plans related to the exam preparation. Not all but some of
the audiotaped data were transcribed into written form.
In addition to the departmental meeting and group meetings, I included
information from the frequent but irregular interactions between the participants and
myself. Twenty-five encounters were recorded in the form of 77-word to 1035-word
fieldnotes. After I met with and talked to any of the Korean participants in a natural
setting (e.g., on the phone or in a computer lab, library, or lobby), I wrote descriptive and
reflective fieldnotes regarding our conversations and my reflections. I believe that such
data, unprovoked by me as a researcher, helped me better understand and interpret
findings from the interview and observational data.
Tutoring Sessions at the Writing Center
Conducting tutoring sessions at the Writing Center was a unique method by which
I was able to collect comprehensive data. Since writing improvement was the main goal
of the tutoring sessions, I was able to engage in and observe a variety of participants’
literacy activities such as interpreting questions, searching for reading sources, and
outlining, drafting, revising, and editing of exam answers. By doing so, moreover, I was
able to recognize individual students’ literacy practices along with their distinctive
responses to the norms of source use at UB TESOL.
Several years ago, I as a Korean and English bilingual tutor, worked with many
Korean TESOL students. Many of them wanted to use their L1 during sessions to learn
academic discourse in the program. In spite of their similar motives, there were different
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types of academic writers who had various expectations for the tutoring sessions. Since
some of them realized that their professors paid more attention to their arguments and
ideas rather than to technical details, they asked me to focus on whether they were on the
right track in terms of genre expectations. Although some were aware not only of faculty
expectations, but also of content that was more problematic than the syntax in their
papers, they still asked me to correct local grammatical mistakes. Others, however, were
not sensitive to the prevailing expectations and literacy conventions in the program at all
and thus allowed me to decide what to focus on in the tutoring sessions.
Working with students who brought such a wide range of expectations, I learned
how to make explicit to them the literacy norms and practices embedded in their
assignment sheets while satisfying their needs for their papers. Nonetheless, I refrained
from imposing my own understanding of academic writing on these tutees; thus my
feedback was subordinate to their subjectivity. If a student rejected my suggestion
concerning a writing issue, I left room for potential improvement that they might make
later when they revisited the same issue. In this way, my experience and training
prepared me for the tutoring sessions in this present study. As a researcher, I tried not to
be fully involved in their literacy development. If I thought that they did not meet the
faculty expectations, I pointed out the issues in question and suggested that they show
their outlines or essays directly to the professors for feedback.
I conducted 28 sessions with the five Korean students while they prepared for the
Comps: three to eight one-hour long sessions with each. In the beginning stage of the
data collection, four participants – Eunju, Hanju, Sumin, and Sunny – agreed to have a
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session with me once a week for seven weeks; Eunkyo, who preferred native speaker
tutors, decided not to work with me. In the process of the exam preparation, Eunju and
Hanju had a regular session every week as scheduled. Although Hanju was absent once
due to a time conflict, she was fully committed to taking part in the sessions. Eunkyo,
who preferred having sessions with native speaker tutors for grammar check-ups, asked
me to read her sample essays in the second to last week and I honored her request. Sumin
missed three sessions: one session in the second week and two sessions in a row at the
end of the exam preparation. Although Sunny had eight sessions, she did not appear
twice and kept rescheduling according to her availability.
Table 3-6 compiles the timeline and topics of the tutoring sessions. As seen,
Eunju and Hanju constantly revised their essay answers. Both of them brought their
content-focused revisions to consecutive sessions. Eunkyo requested tutoring sessions
with me at the last stage of the comp preparation, but she still wanted me to focus on
grammar. She and I had three sessions for a topic about intonation and her priority for all
three was grammar correction. Sumin rarely brought a revision while Sunny showed me
two revisions of two essays; these two revisions were all that she reworked throughout
the comp preparation process.
With regard to the recording method of the data during the tutorial sessions, my
role of tutor precluded my being able to compose detailed descriptions as I did in the
fieldnotes for the observational data. During the sessions, I instead noted key terms on a
yellow notepad used by most tutors and provided by the Writing Center. I wanted my
practice to look as ordinary as possible at the site in order to relieve any pressure that my
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tutees might have experienced as research participants (Lofland & Lofland, 1995). I also
wrote a one-paragraph reflection after each session. In order to avoid the recorder bias
that Walker describes (1985 in Nunan, 1992), I included contextual information in these
reflections such as my participants’ facial expressions and gestures.
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Table 3-6. A Timeline and Topics of Tutoring Sessions at the Writing Center
Date

Eunju

Eunkyo

Hanju

Sumin

—

⋅ L2 user
⋅ SLA &
bilingualism
⋅ Electronic
literacy
⋅ Literacy models

Sep.
⋅ Code-switching
27/28 & L1use **

—

⋅ L2 user **
⋅ Pronunciation

⋅ Code-switching
& L1 use ***
⋅ Literacy models

—

Sep.
⋅ Code-switching
20/21 & L1use

Oct.
4/5

—

—

⋅ Pronunciation ⋅ Data analysis
**
⋅ CPH
⋅ Multiliteracies

⋅ CPH **
18/19 ⋅ NCLB
⋅ L2 user

—

⋅ CBI
⋅ CPH

Oct.
⋅ NCLB**
25/26 ⋅ Interlanguage
pragmatics
⋅ Critical
pedagogy
⋅ Languagetransfer
⋅ Intercultural
communication
Nov.
1/2

⋅ Language ⋅ Multiliteracies
variation
**
⋅ Intonation ⋅ Code-switching
& L1use
⋅ Textual
borrowing ⋅ Paradigm shift
⋅ Pragmatics

⋅ NCLB***
⋅ Intonation
**
⋅ Critical
pedagogy **
⋅ CBI
⋅ A 5 stage model ⋅ Intonation
***
⋅ Intonation
⋅ Langauge policy

—
⋅ L2 user
⋅ L2 user **

⋅ Vocabulary
⋅ Power &
identity
⋅ SLA &
bilingualism** ⋅ CPH

Oct.
⋅ Perspectives
11/12 on literacy **
⋅ Interlanguage
pragmatics
⋅ CPH
Oct.

Sunny

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

Intonation
Vocabulary
Feedback
A 5 stage model
Biliteracy
Genre analysis

⋅ L2 user
⋅ Language
variation

—

⋅ Power &
identity **
⋅ Vocabulary
⋅ Intonation

—

—

⋅ SLA &
bilingualism
⋅ Textual
borrowing

Note. Dashes (—) refer to the participants’ absences; two asterisks (**) refer to the participants’
second drafts and three asterisks (***) refer to their third drafts. CBI=content based instruction;
CPH=critical period hypothesis; NCLB=the No child left behind act; SLA=second language
acquisition.
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Written Texts
A written text is not a normative entity. Instead, it constructs and is constructed
by its cultural and social meanings. The text reflects not only cultural practices in
students’ home countries but also discursive literacy practices in situated settings. More
specifically, written texts collected at the research sites in Korea and at the UB TESOL
setting therefore reveal the values, norms, and practices of textual borrowing promoted in
these respective contexts. In addition, written products play a role as a medium of
communication between the examiners and examinees: through written products, the
Comps-takers not only grasp the faculty expectations for textual borrowing but also
demonstrate their understandings to the evaluators of their exams. To investigate the
research questions, therefore, it was critical to examine written texts.
To obtain information about textual borrowing in Korea, I collected institutional
and instructional documents available in the English education Departments, TESOL
certificate programs, and the TESOL Master’s program in which the faculty informants
taught. The first type of documents included statements and course descriptions on the
official websites of all three institutions and a booklet for orientations from HKU. The
second type included syllabi which outlined course goals, requirements and assignments.
In order to explore the faculty expectations in the UB TESOL program, I collected
the Comps package and email texts which played important roles as guidelines. The
package consists of a cover letter and three sets of previous exams. The cover letter
contains technical information regarding senders and recipients, the date and times of the
exam, and the do’s and don’ts. Some students analyzed the package in terms of the
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trends of essay topics and the frequency of particular questions. As mentioned, Dr.
Anderson preferred on-line communication to face-to-face interactions; consequentially
the Comps-takers emailed her and shared her replies with other exam takers. As I was
included in the listserv of the participants with their agreement, I also received 27 email
messages. Among them, four were about Dr. Anderson’s responses to the students’
questions about exam procedures or preparations while 23 referred to her comments on
the individual participants’ sample essays (i.e., 2 on Eunju’s, 9 on Eunkyo’s, 10 on
Hanju’s, and 2 on Sunny’s).
To explore if the participants had a good grasp of textual borrowing, I also
collected their handouts from group study meetings along with outlines, drafts and
revisions that they had produced as ready-made answers for themselves. This collection
was composed of 22 handouts that were equal to the number of presentations in their
group studies; 99 outlines, drafts, and revisions. Moreover, I gathered their 40 actual
Comps answers (i.e., 8 essays from each of the 5 participants).
The collected texts provided detailed information about what essay topics they
prepared and favored throughout, whether they preferred producing outlines or essays,
how many times they revised, and what their professors recommended to focus on in
their revisions. Moreover, the compiled written products showed how they understood
source use in terms of its purposes, functions, and citation strategies and how their
comprehension of textual borrowing changed over the course of my research. It was
crucial that I collected and examined the written texts not only because this was the
medium by which the participants’ exam preparation was evaluated by the faculty, but
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also because these written documents provided evidence of the participants’ learning and
literacy trajectories.
Role of the Researcher
To investigate my research questions, especially in regard to the foci student
participants, I collected qualitative data which consisted of interviews, observations,
Writing Center conference interactions, and written texts. In the process of data
collection, I endeavored to create a balance between my participation and observation
firstly by negotiating with my participants in terms of my role and secondly by
manipulating my dual roles as a researcher and Writing Center tutor.
Depending on the types of data and literacy activities, I attempted to control my
roles as observer-as-participant and participant-as-observer. According to LeCompte and
Preissle (1993), the observer-as-participant plays a lesser role in activities within the
research setting and limits his or her interactions with the participants, whereas the
participant-as-observer becomes actively involved in the research context and is treated
as an insider in the participants’ situated world. In terms of the researcher’s role, Bogdan
and Biklen (2003) and Hammersly and Atkinson (1997) also maintain that although the
researcher’s engagement varies depending on the purpose, procedure, and nature of the
research, the participation and observation should be balanced.
In the beginning of my research, I chose to be a participant-observer as described
by Hammersly and Atkinson (1997) and Richards (2003) because of my dual roles as a
researcher and a tutor. While negotiating with a participant (named Eunkyo), however, I
also began to employ the other role: that of observer-as-participant. Eunkyo questioned
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whether I would impede the autonomy of the group members during their group
discussions. In other words, she worried that I, a doctoral student who had greater
knowledge of the content areas, would dominate their group discussions. Although this
was not the role that I had in my mind, I considered her concern to be legitimate. As a
result, when observing the students’ group study sessions, I attempted to limit my
involvement; thus the only active role that I played was as a provider of reading materials
(that were mentioned in group meetings or were looked for outside the classroom).
With the exception of group meetings and a formal departmental meeting, I took
on the role of participant-as-observer within the other settings. For example, during
tutoring sessions I actively discussed with students how to access and select relevant
reading sources and helped them to generate and organize ideas. These tutoring sessions
were seemingly technical. Yet when I wrote up my reflections after each one, I noticed
that the sessions clearly mirrored the faculty members’ expectations embedded in the
essay prompts that they had created for their students. Although it was not my intention,
I seemed to reinforce the faculty’s expectations.
Regardless of my role as participant-as-observer, I tried not to impose my
perceptions of the literacy and textual borrowing practices operating in the UB TESOL
program. As a Writing Center tutor, I was trained to assist students in understanding
their readers’ expectations and noticing strengths and weaknesses in their papers. Thus I
made sure that I applied the philosophy of the Writing Center as I held sessions with the
participants in my study. Still, I might not have been able to detach myself completely
from relaying the faculty’s expectations to the students. Nonetheless I, as a researcher,
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strove to create space for myself to observe and for the participants to develop their own
views and strategies. In this regard, I avoided having the final word on the Korean
students’ writing revisions; instead, I asked them to send their answers directly to the
professors for feedback.
Data Analysis
To examine the study’s varied data bases, I employed both content and text
analysis. Notably the findings of the content analysis informed part of the text analysis;
that is, the themes revealed by the content analysis guided me to develop categories for
the text analysis.
Content Analysis
Except for students’ written texts such as handouts, ready-made answers and
actual essays, the data collected from various sources and different groups of people were
analyzed based on content analysis. To do so, I employed the computer-assisted
qualitative data analysis (CAQDA) program for systematical and thorough investigation
of collected data. In fact, the CAQDA is a strong apparatus of “data administration and
archiving” (Kelle, 2004 in Dornyei, 2007). In particular, Atlas.ti chosen for this present
study is known for its efficiency which the traditional techniques with paper, pencil,
highlighter, and calculator could not offer, its capacity to generate codes, code families,
and count frequencies, and its “intuitively accessible graphic means” (Muhr, 1994 in
Drisko, 1998). In the following sections, I will account for the procedures of the content
analysis along with the coding systems developed for the respective data sets, and the
theoretical check of the coding systems.
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The First Stage of the Content Analysis
During the initial stage of the content analysis, I as an agent of this qualitative
research performed the first two out of seven tasks that are suggested by Dohan and
Sánchez-Jankowski (1998) for users of CAQDA software: the entering and organizing of
data. To do so, I prepared (a) the transcriptions of the interviews, (b) the fieldnotes of the
observations and irregular interactions, (c) my written recording of the Writing Center
sessions, and (d) the written documents prepared by the faculty informants at UB TESOL.
Then I undertook to sort, arrange, and archive these primary data (Bogdan & Biklen,
2003; Ellis & Barkhuizen, 2005; Mackey & Gass, 2005; Richards, 2003). More
specifically, through the software package of Atlas.ti, I uploaded as primary documents
16 approximately 4000-word interview transcripts, 10 approximately 8000-word
fieldnotes, 28 approximately 400-word write-ups, the front page of the Comps package,
and 27 email messages. Next, I separated the primary sources into four groups which
aligned with the research questions. Lastly, I developed four archives in which I was
able to consolidate, track, and retrieve this large data base. I was able to navigate easily
within these archives by moving through the documents and identifying specific written
lines and paragraphs.
It was essential to sort and organize data sources and build easily accessible
collections. In this way, I was able to lay the groundwork for the remaining five tasks
that Dohan and Sánchez-Jankowski (1998) propose: searching for and retrieving data,
coding data, analyzing codes, linking data, and analyzing links. By completing the first
two tasks, I developed effective coding systems and graphic representations. More
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importantly, Richards (2003) emphasizes the importance of being reflexive as a main
component of qualitative research. By working on the primary data as described above, I
compiled the archives within which I constantly revisited and reexamined the “evolving
interrelationship between data, analysis, and interpretation” (p. 269).
The Second Stage of the Content Analysis
In the second stage of the content analysis, I built up coding systems for the
individual data sets in order to explore the research questions chronologically. To
develop a coding system which consisted of codes and code families, I repeatedly
examined the data archived in written form and then through line-by-line reading I
assigned codes to each quote (i.e., a segment in which at the very least an idea was
communicated).
It should be noted that I did not have in mind any predetermined codes on textual
borrowing. Instead, as Bogdan and Bike (2003) and Ryan & Bernard (2000) suggest, I
started with broad categories such as People, Contexts, and Topics. People enabled me to
keep track of the target informants and participants as well as people around them in their
academic domains. Contexts captured not only geographical regions but also culture,
ecology, and situations which shaped and were shaped by the informants’ and
participants’ perspectives and practices. Topics indicated literacy practices and textual
borrowing which people displayed and by which they enacted their opinions and attitudes.
Although it seemed to be simplistic to start coding with these three codes, it became a set
of principles with which I captured complex and dynamic characteristics of people,
situations, and subject matters in this study when codifying the data and combining codes.
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In regard to the coding methods, I employed open coding (Bogdan & Bike, 2003;
Lofland & Loflan, 1995; Ryan & Bernard, 2000) through which I pulled out actual
examples and uncovered potential themes and emerging patterns from the data;
sometimes I relied on in vivo coding (Strauss & Corbin, 1990) though which I identified
terms used by the informants and participants. In this way, I was able to look for
participant perspectives and gain a comprehensive and contextualized understanding of
the meanings that the research settings produced and the informants and participants
conveyed.
While developing these coding systems, I looked for quotes that seemed to be
important, critical, and/or interesting. As for the assistance of Atlas.ti, I easily was able
to gain access to all quotes in the interview transcriptions, fieldnotes, write-ups, and
written documents. Importantly, I strove to figure out the meanings and significance of
quotes within their contexts.
For example, in the process of working on the code systems, I was caught by a
quote they also added that they “just copied readings” for handout which was coded as
Copy in the third archive. Since it seemed to reveal the participants’ source use explicitly,
I looked for the data source which included the quote and figured out that it was stored in
the fieldnotes from the first group study. Then, I pulled out the relevant passage and read
the fieldnotes repeatedly. In doing so, I was able to understand that the participants
employed a particular textual technique of copying when helping their group members
better understand topics of choice within the situation of the group study meeting.
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Moreover, if necessary, I searched for and listened to the relevant parts stored as
audiotaped data and examined the selected transcriptions based on my participants’ L1—
that of Korean—in which they made utterances and delivered their meanings during the
interviews and group meetings. In doing so, I paid attention to the participants’ choices
and uses of particular linguistic forms and words that they used when clarifying and
emphasizing their ideations and intentions.
For instance, a quote in an interview transcript showed how Eunju, one of the
participants, understood the purpose of textual borrowing (e.g., “[E]ven though I say one,
only one sentence, I should look for references by all means…all I did was just to state
that this person said this and that person said that”). Since this quote’s revelation of the
subject’s misunderstanding about textual borrowing seemed to be crucial, I repeatedly
listened to the tape that was recorded in her L1. When listening to the Korean version of
the quote within its context, I closely attended to such linguistic features as her accent,
intonation as well as to her adjective and adverb usage. This methodological step does
not mean that I investigated what the linguistic forms and lexicons meant. Rather, by
looking at how linguistic features enabled not only Eunju but also other participants to
signal their meanings (Halliday, 1994, Johnston, 2002), I strove to better understand the
participants’ quotes.
In developing coding systems, I also imported not only the spreadsheets of the
rough codes programmed in Atlas.ti, but also the scanned frequency counts which
displayed how many quotes each individual code had. I then revised the lists of codes in
the individual data sets several times by deleting, adding and modifying codes. There
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were a couple of codes which represented a very small number of quotes; if those were
not significant, I eliminated them from the lists. If necessary, I developed new codes
related to specific emergent issues that I had not captured in the previous coding systems.
In the case when some similar concepts and activities were codified with two different
names, I went back to the quotes indicated by the codes, read them closely within their
contexts, and chose more appropriate names while deleting the others.
For instance, I constructed Concerns and Problems to refer to the participants’
worries, distress, and difficulties that they confronted in multiple ways while preparing
for the Comps. Through reading the relevant quotes, I chose to use term Concerns since
it covered the other code of Problems. However, I did allow for multiple codes of one
quote, as permitted for Eunju’s quote above. This quote was codified as three processes:
Understanding of Textual Borrowing, Comp Answers, and L1 Writing. Thus, if codes
referred to their own concepts or activities, I kept them as they were.
After revising the code lists, I examined code frequency and density. As part of
the application of the computer program Atlas.ti, there is the code manager which shows
the name, frequency and density of each code. The number in the column named as
Grounded indicates the occurrences of all individual codes across the data set archived
and analyzed. With regard to the column named as Density, it shows the number of other
codes to which a code is linked. For instance, there was a code Argument whose number
of quotes was six and whose density was two in the coding system about the Korean
participants’ initial understanding of textual borrowing. This means that while the code
contained six quotes, it was linked to two other codes. Looking at the code manager, I
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was able to determine easily how many quotes were linked to particular codes and what
subthemes not only were addressed the most by the informants and student participants
but also emerged within the research sites. In addition, the density number enabled me to
understand to what extent a code was connected to other codes, subthemes, or issues.
As the last task of building up the coding systems, I developed code families on
the basis of the revised codes to develop a limited number of categories through which I
then was able to examine the relationships across codes along with similarities and
differences among the coding systems in the individual data sets. To do so, I looked at
the code list in each set and grouped fine-grained codes into larger conceptual units by
combining codes which could be labeled in the same categories. Next I named individual
code families from a thematic point of view.
For example, when looking through the code list on Korean student participants’
initial understanding of textual borrowing, I observed that there were 15 different codes
with which I captured why, how and to what extent they planned to use reading sources
and how their L1 literacy practices were associated with their views on source use. Since
all 13 codes could be connected as one theme, I linked them into one code family and
named it Textual Borrowing. In the same way, I developed 12 more code families for
350 quotes, each of which included 2 to 16 codes. Although each code family had its
own significance and the number could not provide any detailed account for the
participants’ literacy practices and textual borrowing, this measurement still allowed me
to figure out the themes most mentioned and observed.
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There are two significant advantages to utilizing code families. Firstly, they
enabled me to approach the data from a macro perspective. In other words, by
developing “higher-level abstract explanatory concept[s]” (Ellis and Barkhuize, 2005), I
could better understand what major themes were in the settings. Going back to the
example above, when looking at the 13 code families, I was able to determine the main
themes that the participants presented explicitly and implicitly during the particular
research phase within the research context.
Secondly, I used code families to look for patterns and emergent themes at the
micro level within each of the data sets. When I created a query concerning the code
family Textual Borrowing, Atlas.ti provided me with easy access to all of the 102 quotes
across the data set. When creating a more complex query, I was able to identify 12
quotes of a particular code References within the code family Textual Borrowing. By
going through each quote within individual codes, I was also able to denote the
configurations of the codes; similarly, going through each quote and each code with
individual code families, I was then able to recognize the patterns of the families. Most
importantly, the analytic procedures led me to uncover consistencies and contradictions
within individual codes and code families.
Coding Systems: Codes and Codes Families
In the respective coding systems, there are 53 codes within 8 code families among
the Korean faculty group, 52 within 8 among the UB TESOL faculty, 79 within 13 that
refer to the participants’ initial stages of the Comps preparation, and 87 within 15 that
relate to their learning trajectories. In the following discussion, I will explain the codes
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and code families that I developed. In doing so, I will explain the individual coding
systems one by one because the systems include different codes and code families as well
as identical ones. Regarding the same code families, unless their qualities are distinctive
across the coding systems, I will not repeat the same definitions and accounts. Since it is
more effective to analyze in depth a smaller number of codes in order to understand the
relationships between the code families and textual borrowing in each research setting,
the following discussion will be based on code families and then the specific codes within
the code family of Textual Borrowing (see Table 3-7 and 3-8).
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Table 3-7. Code Families in the Individual Sets of Data
Categories Faculty
in Korea
People

⋅ Informants

Contexts

Topics

Faculty at UB
TESOL
⋅ Informants/
other faculty

Participants’ initial Participants’
understanding
changes
⋅ Participants/
information
channels

⋅ Participants/
information
channels

⋅ L1 C of L
⋅ L1 C of L
⋅ English
⋅ L2C of L
education
⋅ History
⋅ Academic levels
⋅ Contexts

⋅ L1 C of L
⋅ HKU & MJU
⋅ L2 C of L

⋅ L1 C of L
⋅ HKU & MJU
⋅ L2 C of L

⋅ Goals

⋅ Goals

⋅ Informed
professional
⋅ Independent
professional

⋅ Informed
professional
⋅ Independent
professional

⋅ Objectives

⋅ Understanding
⋅ Argument

⋅ Understanding
⋅ Individual voice

⋅ Comps answers

⋅ Comps answers

⋅ Comps answers

⋅ Concerns

⋅ Concerns

⋅ Non-nativeness

⋅ Non-nativeness

⋅ Writing

⋅ Textual
borrowing

⋅ Writing

⋅ Textual
borrowing

⋅ Negotiation

⋅ Group studies
⋅ Changes

⋅ Textual
borrowing

⋅ Textual
borrowing

Note. L1 C of L=Culture of Learning in Korea; L2 C of L=Culture of Learning at UB TESOL
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Table 3-8. Codes of Textual Borrowing in the Individual Sets of Data

Topics

Faculty
in Korea

Faculty
at UB TESOL

Participants’
initial understanding

⋅ Purposes

⋅ Purposes

⋅ Understanding
⋅ Argument

⋅ Understanding
⋅ Individual voice

⋅ Functions

⋅ Functions

⋅ Support

⋅ Support

⋅ References

⋅ References

⋅ Referencing

⋅ Copy
⋅ Paraphrase
⋅ Patchwriting
⋅ Quote
⋅ Summary

⋅ Copy
⋅ Paraphrase
⋅ Patchwriting
⋅ Quote
⋅ Summary

⋅ Cite

⋅ Cite

⋅ Chok’bo

⋅ Chok’bo

⋅ Perilous
practices

⋅ Inadequate
practices

⋅ Punishment

⋅ Punishment

⋅ Awareness

⋅ Awareness

⋅ Thesis
⋅ Factors

⋅ Critique
⋅ L1 Writing
⋅ 3 References
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Participants’
changes

⋅ Memorization

With regard to the Korean faculty group, eight code families emerged from the
analysis: Informants, L1 Culture of Learning, Academic Levels, Contexts, English
Education, Goals, Writing, and Textual Borrowing. The code family Informants in the
first category People consists of five codes which refer to respective faculty informants in
Korea. Each quote was marked as to how faculty members shared their observations,
teaching practices, and even personal experiences about different subtopics, issues, and
people related to textual borrowing.
With the code family L1 Culture of Learning, I aimed to capture cultural and
educational values, traditions, norms, and conventions in Korea, presented by the
informants. English Education refers to their current approach to English education in
Korea. Although these two code families of L1 Culture of Learning and English
Education could have been combined, I separated them because each family carries its
own focus and meaning in association with textual borrowing practices in Korea.
Academic Levels in the third category captures how source use was taught in different
ways by faculty at different academic levels: Undergraduate, Certificate, and Graduate.
The code family Contexts— which includes such codes as EFL, Lack of references, Joint
program, Course objectives, and Students—refers to the unique conditions, academic
goals, and student populations in the settings in which the faculty informants taught.
With regard to the third category, the code family Goals relates to the objectives
that students expected/were expected to accomplish beyond the rhetorical level (e.g.,
achieving course objectives, getting a certificate, studying abroad, and writing as citizens
of the globalized world). Although Goals is utilized closely related to textual borrowing
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in this code system, it is included as a code family not a code within Textual Borrowing.
I did so in order to assure efficient code analysis since Goals is used as a code family in
other code systems on UB faculty members and participants. Writing refers to literacy
practices that determined good writing and promoted particular norms and conventions
within the research setting.
The last code family Textual Borrowing consists of seven codes: Purposes,
Functions, Perilous practices, Punishment, Awareness, Thesis and Factors. Specifically,
Purposes indicates the rhetorical level of objectives that the faculty informants believed
students generally needed to achieve in the process of borrowing source materials (e.g.,
providing background information about their course projects, taking an academic stance,
and developing their ideas). The quotes codified as Functions relate to the role that
borrowed texts played (e.g., explaining and supporting). Perilous practices, created on
the basis of the in vivo coding, captures the faculty informants’ understanding of their use
of ready-made, sample answers. Punishment relates to their policies and decisions on
improper source use. Awareness refers to their understanding of whether their students
were aware of the Western notions of textual borrowing. Thesis signifies the quotes
about the Master’s graduation thesis mentioned by all the Korean faculty informants.
Lastly, Factors designates how textual borrowing practices in Korea were connected to
emergent themes; it is important to note that this code is linked to most of the code
families and codes under each of the code families.
As for the faculty group at UB TESOL, I came up with eight code families:
Informants/Other Faculty, L1 Cultures of Learning, UB TESOL Culture of Learning,

97

History, Goals, Objectives, Comps Answers, and Textual Borrowing. The code family
Informants/Other Faculty indicates two different groups: the two main informants, Dr.
Anderson and Dr. Warren and (2) the part-time faculty members who taught at UB
TESOL before or during the time in which the participants were enrolled. I included the
second group since their expectations for the Comps and textual borrowing also were
linked to the main informants.
L1 Cultures of Learning refers to the UB TESOL faculty informants’ remarks
about the cultural and educational practices in the student participants’ home country. UB
TESOL Culture of Learning includes such codes as UB TESOL, Courses, Places and
Materials that designate the ecology of the Master’s program in which the student
participants prepared for their Comps. This category captures unique factors of UB
TESOL by showing its cultures of learning which many people and their academic
endeavors engaged in. The code family History accounts for the development of the
Comps and captures important stories and coursework related to this exam.
The code family Goals includes the codes Informed professional and Independent
professionals that relate to the faculty’s utterances about the final achievements that the
examinees were expected to attain through their Comps preparation. The in vivo coding
allowed me to use the names of codes that originated from the terms that Dr. Anderson
used in her email message. Objectives refers to a lower-level academic accomplishment
for the ultimate goal and includes such codes as Accurate understanding, Comprehensive
understandings and Voice. Comps Answers refers to the answers of the Comps and
includes a different range of codes which designate varied themes: from writing and
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academic strategies and functions necessary for the Comps, to feedback on the readymade answers, to evaluation of the actual answers. In particular, the code about writing
functions captures the faculty informants’ remarks about the functions of source use.
Textual Borrowing includes five codes in reference to the UB TESOL faculty
informants: Purposes, Functions, References, Inadequate practices, and Punishment.
Purposes captures their utterances and written comments on the objectives of textual
borrowing. Although the code refers to the same objectives that I discussed in the code
family level—presenting understandings and articulating voices—it indicates specific
quotes in which textual borrowing intersected explicitly. In this regard, all quotes in this
code are part of the code family Objectives and are linked to the code family Goals in the
upper level. My definition and account of Functions are identical to those in the code
system on the Korean faculty members even though there are differences between the two
faculty groups in terms of what functions they emphasized more. References include the
informants’ remarks about specific sources and their guidelines for textual borrowing and
strategies. Inadequate practices reflects the faculty informants’ views on ready-made
sample answers. Despite different code names, Inadequate practices in the current code
system and Perilous practices in the previous one both reflect the faculty views on
students’ use of sample answers prepared by others. Punishment designates how the
informants dealt with wrong information, undesirable practices, and a particular type of
source use.
With regard to the coding system for the student participants’ initial perceptions
and practices of textual borrowing, there emerged 13 code families or different themes:
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Participants/Information Channels, L1 Culture of Learning, HKU & MJU, UB TESOL
Culture of Learning, Informed Professionals, Independent Professionals, Understanding,
Argument, Comps Answers, Concerns, Non-nativeness, Negotiation, and Textual
Borrowing. The code family Participants/Information Channels refers not only to the
Korean Master’s students who participated in this study, but also to the people—their
peers and former exam takers—upon whom they relied when preparing for the Comps.
The code families L1 Culture of Learning, HKU & MJU, and UB TESOL Culture of
Learning relates to the cultures of learning in L1 and L2 contexts within which the
Korean students recalled and articulated.
The code families Informed Professionals and Independent Professionals refer to
the ultimate goals that the Comps-takers were expected to attain through the exam
preparation. While these were used as codes in the previous coding system, I applied
them here as individual code families because of their multiple connections with other
codes. For the same reason, Understanding and Argument—that relate to the objectives
of the Comps—were employed as code families. Whereas the UB faculty expected
students to exhibit in their writing compositions an accurate and comprehensive
understanding and a well-supported voice, I employed the terms that were used by the
participants in the beginning of the exam preparation. The following code families—
Comps Answers, Concerns, Non-nativeness, and Negotiation—relate to the participants’
concerns with emergent issues and their plans to prepare for the Comps.
As for the code family Textual Borrowing, there were 15 codes which capture the
participants’ reflections on and concern with source use. The code Understanding paired
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up with Argument is a critical one which became a key to grasping the participants’ initial
understanding of textual borrowing. This code indicates the Korean students’ remarks
and practices regarding the purposes of source use at the rhetorical level. Support, which
occurred once in the code system, indicates the function of textual borrowing.
References designates the participants’ search for reading sources and their strategies to
use such source materials. Copy, Paraphrase, Patchwriting, Quote, and Summary
identify their plans of how to retell and reformulate borrowed texts in their Comps
answers while Cite refers to how to document the reading sources.
Among the codes, Chok’bo (족보) was derived from in vivo coding through which
I captured the participants’ perceptions, remarks, and use of sample answers created by
advanced students and circulating around the newer learners. Awareness designates those
quotes in which the participants were not clearly conscious of the faculty expectations for
textual borrowing, but nonetheless revealed their sensitivity to the notions of source use
promoted in U.S. academic contexts by such moral judgments. In relation to this code,
two participants had difficulty accepting the moral view on source use and the code
Critique captured their opinions. L1 Writing refers to literacy norms and conventions in
the participants’ country that are closely attached to their textual borrowing practices in
the L2 writing context. 3 References indicates the Korean students’ concerns about the
rumor that the examinees should use three references for each question. As shown in
Chapter 5, since the rumor was corrected by the UB faculty at the Master’s meeting
which took place at the last moment of the initial phase, this code disappeared in the last
coding system.
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Moreover, in the coding system of the participants’ changes of textual borrowing,
there are 15 code families: Participants/Information Channels, L1 Culture of Learning,
HKU & MJU, UB TESOL Culture of Learning, Informed Professionals, Independent
Professionals, Understanding, Individual Voice, Comps Answers, Concerns, Nonnativeness, Writing, Group Studies, Changes and Textual Borrowing. Most code families
in this coding system overlap with those in the third one. However, Argument in the third
coding system was replaced with Individual Voice since the participants came to
recognize the faculty expectations for the particular objective and employed textual
features accordingly. In addition, three code families—Writing, Group Studies, and
Changes— were added to indicate newly emergent themes, issues, and patterns.
As for the codes of Textual Borrowing, most codes are also identical to those in the
previous coding system on the participants’ initial understanding. However, the codes
such as Awareness and Critique were deleted from the list due to their low occurrence
that may have been related to the participants’ newly constructed understandings of
textual borrowing in the process of their Comps preparation. Memorization was added in
order to take account of the participants’ extended understanding of source use at the last
stage of their exam preparation.
The Third Stage of the Content Analysis
After building up the code systems, I attempted to conceptualize the relationships
among codes and code families by scrutinizing and revising the networking diagrams
created by Atlas.ti’s layout features. To do so, I compared first the links of each code
with other codes indicated by the code density and then the links of each code family
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with other code families. Next, I identified relationships through the use of prototyped
terms such as property, part, association, cause, and/or no name. I marked as property
the links in which one code/code family was an attribute of another (e.g., the link of
Argument with Comps Answers). The link was identified as part if one was an integral
feature of another (e.g., Paraphrase with Textual Borrowing). When the connected
codes/code families were independent entities but related to each other, I designated the
link as association (e.g., Understanding with Individual Voice). With regard to the link in
which one became a reason for another, I marked it as cause (e.g., Coursework with
Awareness). When two codes/code families had multiple connections or if I was aware
of a connection but it was not clear enough to identity, I identified the link as no name
(e.g., Textual Borrowing with Group Studies).
With regard to the main participants’ textual borrowing, I also worked to capture
and illustrate the similarities and differences among particular patterns through graphical
representations by comparing and contrasting individual diagrams of the patterns. For
example, I examined multiple diagrams on the participants’ initial understandings paying
attention to links of codes and code families and came up with two distinctions. In the
process, I noticed a pattern that differentiated one of the participants from the others.
Through the visual illustrations of the diagrams, I thus was able to show two divergent
perspectives among the group of Korean students. In effect, as Ryan and Bernard (2000)
emphasize, working on networking diagrams therefore enabled me to examine emergent
patterns more precisely and comprehensively.
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Theoretical Check of the Coding Systems
As shown, I developed four archives of the primary data and coding systems and
networking diagrams for individual data sets in the first three stages of the content
analysis. In doing so, as Mackey and Gass (2005) suggest, I recognized patterns,
“explore[d] the shape and scope of the emerging categories, and investigate[d] potential
connections among categories” (p. 241). In the final stage, I weighed the emerging
themes and patterns against the values of the theoretical frameworks. More specifically, I
contemplated the themes and configurations in the revised coding systems based on the
key points of the ideological model of literacy (Street, 1984, 1993, 2001, 2003a, 2003b,
2005) and the proponents of situated literacies (Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000; Barton
& Hamilton, 2000; Tusting, 2000; Tusting, Ivanic & Wilson, 2000). Although I did not
delete or add codes from the revised system, when necessary I rearranged codes and
renamed code families. In this way, the theoretical frameworks provided a final structure
to the data analysis and guided the subsequent discussion of the research findings.
The ideological model of literacy has as its main premise the contention that
literacy is linked to cultural practices within a context. In this respect, it is critical that an
analysis takes into account the cultural and educational values along with the conventions
and unique contexts into which particular literacy practices—in this case textual
borrowing practices—are inserted. Thus, I strove to figure out whether the codes, code
families, and patterns captured cultural and educational beliefs and behaviors, specific
contextual accounts and any types of reading and writing activities in the field of English
education in Korea. I also attempted to scrutinize if any patterns revealed the
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connections among textual borrowing practices, literacy activities, wider cultural issues,
and contexts. It was noticeable that there was the code family Korea in the coding
system in which I had portrayed cultural and educational practices along with literacy
conventions in the research settings in the EFL country. To emphasize the significance
of the ideological perspectives, I replaced the name of the code family with L1 Culture of
Learning.
The theoretical framework of situated literacies which views literacy as a set of
social practices, also informs the analysis of this research study. In order to be guided by
this theoretical framework during the final stage of the content analysis on the textual
borrowing practices that the faculty expected and the participants practiced, I relied on
the propositions discussed in Chapter 2. In the following section, I will account for how
these propositions led me to take another look at the code systems and networking
diagrams and in the process determine the finalized ones. In doing so, I will focus on the
students’ role rather than the faculty’s because the students are the central focus of this
inquiry (i.e., the main unit of analysis); in this way, I will avoid repeating identical
accounts when explaining the propositions as they apply to each data set.
“Literacy is best understood as a set of social practices; these can be inferred from
events which are mediated by written texts” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000, p. 9). Based on
this proposition, I searched for and examined closely the codes about the literacy events
in which my participants engaged and the types of written texts and talks that they
produced while shaping their understanding of textual borrowing at UB TESOL. In
addition, the proposition guided me to pay detailed attention as to how and in what
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situations the texts and talks were shaped as well as what was said within the research
context.
“Literacy practices are patterned by social institutions and power relationships,
and some literacies are more dominant, visible and influential than others” (Barton &
Hamilton, 2000, p. 11). This premise enabled me to take another look at the themes and
the patterns presented in the previous stages. In other words, it guided me to investigate
how the patterns of my participants’ source use were related to dominant literacy norms
and conventions in their L1 and L2 contexts. Through this investigation, I further
examined to what extent the students’ textual borrowing practices were similar to or
different from those of their group members and whose practices were more parallel to
the dominant practices in their home country and in the L2 academic context. In doing
so, I was able to suggest why the students employed and maintained more powerful (or
less powerful) textual borrowing practices and discuss how they as a group contributed to
the particular literacy practices in their situated academic setting.
“Literacy practices are purposeful and embedded in broader social goals and
cultural practices” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000, p. 12). This proposition provided me with
the theoretical lens through which I was able to capture how my participants’ textual
borrowing practices were related to their academic goals and textual features that they
expected to achieve within the particular research context. For example, to grasp how
purposeful the participants’ initial textual borrowing practices were, I looked at the code
families in the revised coding system. I noticed that the names of three code families
were related to one of the goals and to two of the objectives of the Comps. In addition,

106

with regard to the particular code family Textual Borrowing, it seemed to be overly
complex with 15 codes at the first glance. However, when taking another look at the
code family through the lens, I noticed that two codes were related to the purposes of
their source use. After separating the two from the others, I also became aware that eight
codes were connected to functions (e.g., Support), strategies (e.g., References),
techniques (e.g., Copy, Paraphrase, Patchwriting, Quote, and Summary), and citation
methods (e.g., Cite). (The terms—purposes, functions, strategies, techniques, and
citation methods—will be defined along with the components later in the text analysis
section). After recognizing that the codes were able to be grouped according to their
relevance, I rearranged individual codes and finalized the coding system along with the
relevant networking diagrams.
“Literacy is historically situated”: “literacy practices are as fluid, dynamic and
changing as the lives and societies of which they are a part” (Barton & Hamilton, 2000,
p. 13); “Literacy practices change and new ones are frequently acquired through
processes of informal learning and sense making as well as formal education and
training” (Tusting, 2000, p. 41). Based on these propositions, I focused on whether there
was any theme which represented my participants’ language learning experiences in
Korea or any incidents and happenings at UB TESOL. Indeed, this scrutiny enabled me
to identify codes which captured their similar experiences and authentic life stories in
both formal and informal learning circumstances. This line of examination also led me to
notice that student participants’ histories affected not only their own understandings of
source use but also those of their other group members. Moreover, I considered if any
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theme captured past members’ experiences related to source use and how such stories
were circulated. This investigation enabled me to scrutinize what roles past students’
literacy histories played when the participants shaped and reshaped their practices of
source use.
These propositions of situated literacies allowed me to look into my participants’
literacy events which involved not only their academic papers but also their utterances
and discussions within the research context. This scrutiny led me to investigate the
patterns of their textual borrowing and the connections between the patterns and faculty
expectations. Importantly, this investigation provided me with insights into why some
but not all student participants chose to be tied to the dominant textual borrowing
practices.
Moreover, situated literacies informed the analytic framework, especially
regarding the textual features of the Korean students’ textual borrowing. Being aware
that their textual borrowing practices might be purposefully shaped in accordance with
academic goals in their Master’s program, I searched for and noticed the purposes of their
source use in relation to the goals and as a consequence uncovered other textual features
as well. Furthermore, the framework enabled me to focus on their life histories in
association with their textual borrowing practices. On the basis of this theoretical
framework, I was able to understand conclusively the complex and dynamic natures of
the Korean students’ textual borrowing practices as they shaped and shifted in relation to
different cultural practices, social interactions, and life histories.
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Text Analysis
Much research on textual borrowing, especially related to the factor of cultural
background, has focused on students’ perceptions; in this case, only a few studies
employed text analysis (Abasi, et al, 2006). Although students frequently mentioned
their textual borrowing practices during the interviews, it is not clear whether their
remarks were based on their perceptions or their actual behaviors. In this respect, it is
crucial to incorporate text analysis which provides an accurate understanding of the
congruence and divergence between what they say and write and between what they
perceive and practice.
In effect, text analysis can answer a variety of questions from “a matter of which
other texts you refer to, [to] how you use them, what you use them for, and ultimately
how you position yourself as a writer to them to make your own statement” (Bazerman,
2004, p. 94). Moreover, text analysis allows researchers the ability to undertake data
triangulation in multiple ways. According to Buell (2004), textual triangulation involves
analysis of one writing piece in comparison with different pieces that the same writer
produces as well as with writing pieces that other writers produce in similar situations. In
addition, textual triangulation can be used to analyze one draft against multiple drafts
written by the same writer (Prior, 2004) as well as one text against other texts written in
different stages, as I observed.
I chose text analysis not only because of its nature and strengths as mentioned
above, but also because of its significance for this study. Throughout the time period of
the Comps preparation, the participants produced different types of multiple written texts.
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In doing so, they engaged in reading literature on the topics of choice and borrowing
source materials in order to achieve the academic goals and objectives of the exams.
Thus, the text analysis was a critical methodology to investigate the nature of the
participants’ textual borrowing including how, to what extent, and why they used source
materials and to understand participants’ perceptions and practices—and the relationship
between these two factors.
Moreover, the text analysis enabled me to use the findings for methodological
triangulations by comparing them with those of the content analysis. In addition, this
analytic method allowed textual triangulations among the written data by comparing a
participant’s handout and draft of the Comps answers written during a phase with those in
different phases—as well as with those of other members of the group during the same
phase. In doing so, I constantly revisited and reexamined findings, thus attaining a
precise grasp of the participants’ textual borrowing practices.
A Qualitative Approach
In terms of the methodological approach of text analysis, I used the qualitative
analysis and frequency and percentage analysis. As Huckin (2004) suggests, I chose the
approaches selectively in accordance with the units of analysis. In relation to the inquiry
of rhetorical-level features of textual borrowing, to begin with, I employed a qualitative
approach based on Bazerman’s (2004) (re)conceptualization of textual representation.
For this investigation, I looked at all of the participants’ written texts collected: handouts
for group studies and multiple drafts of the ready-made answers produced in the process
of the Comps preparation and actual essays written on the spot at the exams.
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When examining the Korean students’ written texts, I aimed to figure out what
purposes they tried to achieve, what functions they kept in mind, and what strategies and
techniques that they employed while borrowing reading sources. Although I started with
fixed categories and a limited number of components that the finalized coding systems
and the proposition of situated literacies informed, I came to notice that there were more
components when reading through the written data. Whenever I found new ones, I added
them to the component list and revised it constantly; when the set of components was
complete as shown in Table 3-9, I examined the entire text data in order to figure out
what textual features – the purposes, functions, strategies, and/or techniques – were
revealed in whose texts and in which phases of the Comps preparation. Tracing the
textual features in this way, I noticed how the students understood textual borrowing
required in the particular situation in the TESOL program.
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Table 3-9. Rhetorical-level Features of Text Analysis
Categories

Definitions

Components

Purposes

Textual objectives participants
try to achieve in borrowing texts

⋅ To acquire, demonstrate, validate,
and/or provide accurate and
comprehensive understanding
⋅ To construct and/or present their
individual voice

Functions

Textual roles or actions that the
borrowed texts play to achieve
textual purposes

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

Strategies

Textual devices that participants
adopt to attain the purposes of
textual borrowing

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

Techniques

Technical skills to reform
borrowed texts

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
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Calling readers’ attention
Providing definitions
Explaining concepts or points
Developing arguments
Supporting arguments
Evaluating readings
Giving examples
Giving authority to arguments
Presenting counterarguments

Making a list of references
Borrowing authority
Placing borrowed texts in context
Relating borrowed texts to language
learning/teaching experiences
⋅ Making connections among readings
Summarizing
Paraphrasing
Quoting: usually direct quotes
Patchwriting
Copying: borrowing texts verbatim
without acknowledgement

A Quantitative Approach
After the qualitative analysis, I employed frequency and percentage analysis in
order to address the last research question. In specific, I examined the following three
factors sequentially: (a) the number of the participants’ source use and borrowed sources,
(b) the number and proportion of citation methods and textual functions, and (c) the
length of their essays. According to Bogdan and Biklen (2003), “quantitative data can
have conventional uses in qualitative research” (p. 143). Along the same line, Trochim
(2000) suggests that numerical data help qualitative researchers not only to achieve
greater insight when they compare quantitative data with qualitative data, but also to
check an idea that they began to develop during the inquiry. I chose to use here
frequency and percentage analyses. Whether predictable change would occur or not in
the student participants’ learning trajectories, it was useful to obtain a quantifiable grasp
as to how their final perceptions of textual borrowing were similar to or different from
their final practices. In this way, I was able to better understand the nature of my
participants’ textual borrowing at the final stage. Moreover, employing the numerical
data, I achieved another research objective: to check a hypothesis that I developed
regarding a connection between the student participants’ strategies of textual borrowing
and the length of their essays.
For this investigation, I examined the 40 Comps answers in which the
participants’ ultimate comprehension of textual borrowing were revealed. In doing so, I
excluded the identifications in Section I not only because these citations were few in
number, but also because the participants copied or patchwrote these definitions and
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explanations into glossaries or sample answers created by former students or group
members. Consequently, I focused only on the Comps essays that participants wrote for
the questions in Section II, III, IV, and V.
Related to the first scheme, the following analyses were employed. As Pecorari
(2003, 2006) informed, I first looked at how many times they used the reading sources in
order to better understand the nature of the Korean students’ textual borrowing. I did not
intend to find that the more frequently they used sources, the better they would grasp
faculty expectations for textual borrowing; nonetheless I assumed that this inquiry would
enable me to figure out who incorporated readings the most and the least when attaining
textual purposes. Thus, I calculated the total number of each participant’s source uses
among all the answers. In addition, since I did not presume that the more frequently the
participants used sources, the more readings they completed and utilized, I measured the
frequency of repeatedly using identical sources. To do so, I divided the total number of
source use by the total number of readings used in each student’s essay. The results show
to what degree the Korean students relied on the same reading sources.
The second frequency and percentage analysis relates to citation methods of the
participants’ textual borrowing. When reading through the Comps answers, I began with
three categories relying on Hyland’s (1999) terms and definitions: Integral citation, Nonintegral citation, and No citation. Integral citation includes the author’s name in the
sentence structure (e.g., Cook (1992) argues or According to Cook (1992)). By contrast,
non-integral refers to a citation which remains outside the sentence within parentheses
(e.g., writing is a cultural and social practice (Street, 1984)). Moreover, I found another
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category which I call Citations with indicators. For this classification, although the
participants did not provide the author’s name and publication date, they used indicators
such as the research above and his/her interpretation. Thus, when analyzing the actual
essays, I used four categories.
On the basis of definitions, I examined the frequency of respective citation
methods in all 40 essays. In doing so, I calculated the total number of each method and
looked at the proportion to figure out which method(s) the participants preferred to use
and how often they did not include citations. Then, I measured the total number and
proportion of individual participants’ citation methods in order to determine how they
varied in their use of such methods.
After examining the citation methods, I also investigated textual functions. As
mentioned in the section on the qualitative approach of text analysis, there were nine
components in the category of textual functions. Although each had its own meaning
when the Korean students tried to accomplish the functions of textual borrowing, it was
also observed that the occurrences of some components were low. Thus, based on
Campbell’s (1990) categorization which emphasizes backgrounding and foregrounding, I
selected only three textual functions: (a) calling readers’ attention, (b) explaining
concepts and points, and (c) supporting arguments. I then modified these categories for
this particular quantitative inquiry. The first category refers to the role of the source with
which the participants reported what they would write about (e.g., Gass and Selinker
(2001) suggest a five-stage model of second language acquisition). The second textual
function indicates when the textual borrowing accounts for a concept, point, or issue (e.g.,
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Gilbert (1994) explains that ‘thought group’ marked by certain pitches and pauses usually
corresponds with the grammatical structure of the utterance). The last one designates
textual actions by which participants supported their arguments and educational
applications (e.g., I can construct written feedback according to the most critical needs of
individual student writers (Ferris, 2003)).
As I did in the analysis of the citation methods, I also counted the total number of
each function and measured the proportion within the entire essay in order to determine
for which function the participants used sources the most frequently. After gaining a
picture of the textual functions as a whole, I then measured the total numbers and
proportions presented in the individual essays in order to investigate how similar or
dissimilar each participant’s functions of textual borrowing were.
In relation to the second scheme, I measured the length of the essay answers
(Pecorari, 2003, 2006). When looking for the patterns of textual features, especially
concerning the strategies of textual borrowing, I assumed that their essays had to be
lengthy enough to incorporate the textual devices strategically. The participants, when
demonstrating their knowledge and argument on a topic, composed a couple of additional
sentences to relate a concept or a point to the context with which they were familiar. This
process was found to be identical when they drew on their language learning/teaching
experiences. Based on these observations, I entered each participant’s Comps answers
and counted the total numbers of words in the individual essays through the use of the
Word Count toolbar in Microsoft Word; then I calculated the average. Next I tabulated
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the results from individual participants’ essays and compared the average number of
words.
Limitations
As Hammersley and Atkinson (1997) note, this qualitative research has some
limitations in relation to sample size and generalizability. A small number of faculty
members and Korean students in two different research settings took part in this study. In
effect, the small number of informants and participants restricts the scope of
generalization. In particular, the focus on the understandings of textual borrowing of
Korean students in a Master’s program in the United States precludes me from
generalizing my research findings to larger international student populations whose
cultural and educational backgrounds and situated academic contexts are likely to be
different. However, since my study was not designed for generalization of its findings, I
will not speculate here as to whether these findings can be generalized or not
(Ramanathan & Atkinson, 1999). Instead, I present how I have attempted to establish
and achieve credibility and truthfulness through triangulation through the design and
execution of this study (Davis, 1995; Duff, 2002; Golafshani, 2003; Patton, 1999, 2001).
Methods of Verification
In qualitative research, triangulation is one of the most critical schemes, involving
multiple researchers, theories, data sources and/or analytic approaches on the same
phenomenon (Denzin, 1978; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1997; Patton, 1999, 2001;
Richards, 2003). Triangulation enables qualitative researchers to achieve a fuller
understanding of the phenomenon, avoid one-sided views, and increase credibility and
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truthfulness of research findings (Denzin, 1978; Hammersley & Atkinson, 1997; Patton,
1999, 2001; Richards, 2003). Being aware of the notion and aims of triangulation, I
strove to employ multiple methods of data collection and analysis. Particularly, when
exploring the participant students’ understandings of textual borrowing, I gathered
different data sources consisting of interviews, observations, tutoring sessions, and
written texts and analyzed the full set of data by means of two different analytic methods.
Related to data and methodological triangulation, I gathered different points of
view from multiple types of data and looked at the (in)consistencies of research findings
within and across the different sources. For example, I examined whether the Korean
students’ views on textual borrowing presented in an interview were consistent
throughout each interview; I also looked at whether their understandings in the interview
settings were compatible with those in the group study meetings, at the tutoring sessions
with me, and in their written prose. In doing so, I was able to determine whether they
presented a consistent picture of their textual borrowing, whether their perceptions of
textual borrowing were aligned with their presentations, and whether my findings were
constant across situations and time periods of their Comps preparation.
Moreover, the methodological triangulation enabled me to determine whether the
findings from the content analysis were aligned with those from the text analysis. By
examining the (in)consistencies of the research evidence between two different analytic
methods, I was able to have a better grasp of the complex and dynamic nature of the
participants’ source use. In effect, the content analysis allowed me to start the text
analysis with certain categories and components while the text analysis enabled me to
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include more rhetorical features as additional components that the participants developed
throughout the process of their exam preparation. In addition, with regard to the student
participants’ final understanding, I compared and checked the findings from the content
analysis with those from the text analysis. Through this multiple research design, I was
able to attain precise and comprehensive findings and reach reliable conclusions.
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CHAPTER 4
TEXTUAL BORROWING IN KOREA
In this chapter, I will answer the first research question: How is textual borrowing
perceived and practiced within the academic contexts of English education in Korea?
The primary focus of this research study is to show the complex and dynamic nature of
Korean graduate students’ textual borrowing in a U.S. Master’s program. Nonetheless, it
is crucial to comprehend first how textual borrowing is understood in their home country
(Matalene, 1985; Myers, 1998). This analysis of the cultural practices in the student
participants’ home of origin enables me to understand continuities and discontinuities
that the Korean students encountered while crossing boundaries and participating in
literacy events in the TESOL program at UB. In this regard, the research inquiry of
textual borrowing in Korea provides insight into the participants’ reactions to the
regulations of source use, literacy practices, and academic goals at UB TESOL.
As the organization of this chapter, I will begin with a summary of the content
analysis along with a brief account of the examination of written documents. After that, I
will offer a detailed discussion on a different range of textual borrowing practices across
different academic levels. I will discuss how source use has been addressed, taught, and
understood within the teaching contexts in which my informants were situated. Then, I
will scrutinize Korean students’ cultural and education backgrounds to explicate why
they were not sensitive to the Western notions of textual borrowing. In doing so, as I
mentioned in Chapter 1, I will use the adjective inappropriate or its synonyms to indicate
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Korean students’ understandings of textual borrowing that were not morally wrong but
rather different from Western norms and conventions.
The Summary of the Content Analysis
From the content analysis of the interviews with five faculty informants and the
examination of institutional and instructional documents in Korea, I note that textual
borrowing was not a crucial academic standard within the research setting. With regard
to the content analysis, as discussed in Chapter 3, I came up with eight code families such
as informants, Culture of Learning, English Education, Academic Levels, Context, Goals,
Writing, and Textual Borrowing. When examining informants’ accounts related to the
other code families, I found that students’ familiarity with textual borrowing depended on
their academic levels. Three Korean faculty informants agreed that undergraduates had
little exposure to textual borrowing and thus were unlikely to be aware of its concepts
and skills. All five faculty informants mentioned that since they had addressed source
use at least once in their classes in the certificate and Master’s programs, their graduate
students were familiar with regulations and techniques.
There was an agreement among the informants that although students’ familiarity
depended on their academic levels, their practices were not much related to the levels.
Regardless of the faculty informants’ emphasis in class, students in their certificate
program still used different types of reading sources without citation. Even though some
students in the Master’s programs were themselves aware of its notions and conventions,
their awareness was not aligned with their practices before they wrote a graduation thesis.
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The Korean professors did not regard students’ inappropriate source use and their
ignorance of documentation as critical problems, but by contrast the American and
British professors considered these student practices as moral violations. It was
interesting that no matter whether the faculty members subscribed to a moral view or not,
they did not give harsh punishment against students’ improper source use.
I next examined the connections among codes/code families in the code system
and networking diagrams in order to better understand students’ ignorance of textual
borrowing and the faculty informants’ tacit approval. As a result, I found that textual
borrowing practices in the research context were closely related to literacy, cultural, and
educational practices in Korea and that the Western notions were not universal and
applicable in this non-Western country. It should be noted that in the process of the data
analysis and interpretation, an ideological perspective allowed me to have a culturally
sensitive view and thus manifest the meanings and values of culture in Korea at the
macro level and of those in the situated research sites at the micro level.
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Figure 4-1. Textual Borrowing Practices in the Research Context in Korea

Figure 4-1illustrates that textual borrowing practices linked with Context in the
upper left corner are associated with students’ academic levels and other contextual
factors (i.e., EFL). The link with Writing in the lower left corner shows that in
accordance with their academic levels, students expected/were expected to achieve
specific goals, purposes, and functions when writing academic papers and using sources.
Most goals reflected the cultural and educational context in Korea. In terms of goals,
while faculty informants suggested that their students use reading sources so as to
achieve course objectives and become efficient writers in the global world, the students’
primary goals by contrast seemed to be more practical (i.e., getting a certificate and
studying abroad). The purposes and functions of textual borrowing here (i.e., providing
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background information about their projects, taking an academic stance, and developing
their ideas) were not much different from those addressed by the UB faculty members.
However, there was little room for students to understand such academic goals and
textual features of source use due to their lack of writing experience and different genre
expectations or different expectations for good writing.
In addition, Culture of Learning in the lower right corner suggests that cultural
differences prevented students from internalizing and exercising the Western notions and
conventions of textual borrowing. In addition, there were several cultural components
that emerged related to Korean cultures of learning (i.e., Knowledge transition, Learning
practices), traditional values and beliefs (i.e., Group opinion, One right answer), and
commonly used written material for exam preparation (i.e., Chok’bo).
Moreover, English Education in the upper right corner illustrates the issues that
the informants assumed or pointed out in relation to students’ lack of understanding of
textual borrowing. From the links with Grammar and Grammar translation, it is noted
that the current or previously dominant approaches to English education in Korea led
students to focus on producing grammatically correct sentences. The link with Lack of
training also shows that students did not have many opportunities to learn how to use
reading sources appropriately and effectively as much as they fully understood goals and
textual features of source use.
Furthermore, the approaches to English education and lack of attention to textual
borrowing also were revealed when I examined the institutional and instructional
documents collected in Korea. In their analyses of official documents in higher
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education, Pecorari (2001), Thompson (2006), and Yamada (2003) show that universities
in North America have strict policies and guidelines on textual borrowing. Such rules are
documented in electronic versions, manual books, or handouts. However, as shown by a
number of anecdotal accounts and a few empirical studies in relation to other Asian
countries (Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2005), there was no statement on textual borrowing in
the institutional documents across the three institutions in which my informants taught
nor in the booklets gathered from both HKU TESOL and MJU TESOL. Rather there was
only general information about their programs, such as curriculum and course
descriptions, faculty lists, academic calendars, course schedules, application procedures,
and resources. A description of a composition course at DHU and a syllabus from Mr.
Wright’s class were the only documents which addressed textual borrowing. As I discuss
in the later sections, the presence of a simple acknowledgement within a text or of a strict
course policy nonetheless was not aligned with students’ practices of source use.
In the following section, I will discuss how textual borrowing was addressed,
taught, and understood across different academic levels which required students to fulfill
academic goals as well as textual purposes and functions. Due to the multiple
connections with students’ academic levels and cultural and educational practices, I will
not have a separate section for writing/literacy practices but discuss relevant emergent
themes when accounting for contextual elements, culture of learning, and English
education in the research context. In this way, I will organize the rest of the chapter as I
did when accounting for the results of the content analysis; except for Writing, I will use
the names of code families as the titles of subheadings.
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Textual Borrowing at the Undergraduate Level
In the local undergraduate educational settings in Korea where my informants
taught and studied, textual borrowing did not seem to be an important academic concept.
Even English education majors, especially freshmen and sophomores, did not seem to be
exposed to Western norms and regulations of source appropriation. They were not
equipped with techniques for citations and essential writing skills, either. Little attention
to the notion and writing techniques of textual borrowing was implicitly and explicitly
shown when all three Korean professors talked about the undergraduate-level courses in
their departments/universities or when or when they recalled their own college
experience in Korea.
In Content Courses
To begin with, undergraduate students of Dr. Min and Dr. Yun had few chances
to write academic prose in English and thus to be trained as proficient writers in the target
language in the content courses offered in the English education department. Dr. Han
also mentioned that English academic writing was hardly required for English and
English education majors. In contrast, the importance of writing education has been
emphasized in the field of Korean language education and students’ writing proficiency
in L1 has been improved (Lee, 2004) since an essay test was adopted as part of the
national college entrance exam two decades ago. However, all Korean faculty informants
agreed that although it was desirable to compose academic writing in English in their
content courses, it was still a difficult task in the EFL situation. This was because most
students had few chances to write in English, throughout their secondary schooling.
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In the local academic context, teaching textual borrowing was also one of the
difficult tasks, related to the cultural and educational norms and practices that I will
explore in the latter section of this chapter. Without any hesitation, Dr. Min and Dr. Yun
stated that they never taught how and why to incorporate source materials in academic
essays and rarely pointed out students’ inappropriate textual borrowing and errors in
citation conventions in their undergraduate content classes. They also assumed that other
professors in their department would not pay attention to textual borrowing when
teaching content courses designed to facilitate students’ extensive understanding of
English learning/teaching methods, English language, and British/American literature.
Dr. Min: In the undergraduate class, in the undergraduate class, students
might not have the opportunity to learn about citation…In the
courses I teach, I teach freshmen and sophomores, they seldom
write their own writing. Although I don’t know how juniors and
seniors are taught, teachers wouldn’t point out students’ pieces of
writing, um, respective errors in [source use]… We didn’t have
enough time to teach such aspects of writing in the classes to
teach subject stuff.
Dr. Min: 학부 과정을 통해서, 학부 과정을 통해서, 학생들이 citation 을 배울
기회는 아마 거의 없을 거예요…그리고 내가 가르치는 과목은
freshman, junior 아니 sophomore level 의 과목이니까 자기의 글을
쓸 수 있는 경우는 거의 없고, 삼 사학년은 어떻게 하는 지 잘
모르겠지만, 선생님들이 글쓰기, 음 citation 에 관해서 일일이 지적을
해 주는 다든 지 그럴 경우는 많지 않을 거라구… 교과과목 시간에
그런 Writing 에 관한 것을 가르칠 충분한 시간이 없지요.

(Interview, 8/10/2004)
Eunsook: Then, in undergraduate classes, do you mention the concept and
convention of textual borrowing like how to cite sources when
they use other’s writing?
Dr. Yun: I hardly teach it to undergraduate students. There are
composition classes taught by native speakers. There are
courses like English Composition I and II, and Advanced
English Composition in my department. In the advanced
composition class, students are taught a little how to write
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articles or essays. [By doing so, they might learn about textual
borrowing.]
Eunsook: 그럼 학부 과정에서도 다른 사람의 글을 인용할 때 다른 사람의 글을
인용할 때 어떻게 해야 된다든지 그런 개념에 대해서 말씀을
하시나요?
Dr. Yun: 학부에서는 보통 그 별로 없고, 영문 작문 시간에, 영작 시간에
원어민과 하잖아요! 근데, 저희 과에서는 영작문 one, two, 그리고
고급 영작문이 있거든요. 그런데 고급 영작문에 들어 가면 거기에서
약간의 article 이라든 지, essay 이라든 지 이런 것을 쓰는 거에
대해서 얘기를 해 줘요. 어느 정도는 조금.

(Interview, 8/12/2004)
When identifying themselves as content teachers in the field of English
education/TESOL, all three Korean professors said that they were far more concerned
with subject stuff than such aspects of writing as source use and acknowledgement in
their undergraduate courses. In this way, students’ inappropriate textual borrowing was
not unusual nor an important academic standard to be taught in subject courses, even
when they worked on important course requirements such as preparing for exams and
writing papers.
Moreover, some students were not sensitive to source attribution even when they
wrote their graduate theses. Recalling her experience when writing a thesis for a BA
degree, Dr. Han said that it was not seriously taken at the undergraduate level. She
mentioned that her thesis was not based on thorough library research but a few source
materials. When introducing an author’s life, she copied available references without
attribution, not feeling uncomfortable. She as an undergraduate at that time was not
aware of the need for and convention of documentation at all and believed she did the
right thing. Because she borrowed encyclopediatic, factual information with which the
reader could identify that it was not [her] writing, she believed that she did not have to
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cite sources.
My thesis was not really based on library research. Of course not, since I
was an undergraduate student at that time! I might copy information about
an author, encyclopediatic information about his/her life. I guess I did not
know any documentation styles so I copied the original text verbatim.
Fortunately, even if I copied the information, since it was about author’s
background, encyclopediatic information, every reader would know it was
not mine. So, when I copied the text, I didn’t feel guilty and didn’t
consider any documentation format.
다른 어떤 previous studies 나 research 에 대해서는 그, 많이 없었고, 그때는
물론 학생이었으니까 더더군다나 그랬을 거구. 그때에 인용이라고 하면,
작가에 대해서 쓰는, 작가에 대한, 어떤, 말하자면 백과사전 식의 어떤 그런, 그
사람의 생애라든지 뭐 그랬던 것 같애…그런 인용을 하는 법을 제대로 알았을
리가 없기 때문에, 아마도 그냥 그대로 가지고 와서, 그냥 나열해서 쓰지
않았을까. 근데, 다행이 내가 쓰는 내용은 그 작가론에 관한 것이기 때문에, 그
사람의 백과사전 적인 어떤 정보는 가지고 온다고 하더라도 그것은 내 말이
아니라는 걸 누구나 알 수 있는 거 였기 때문에, 그렇지만 말 구절 구절을
자체를 내가 가지고 왔을 때, 어떤 뭐 불편함을 느끼거나 form 을 제대로
써보거나 생각은 당연히 없겠죠.

(Interview, 8/3/2004)
Here, it is certain that both professors and students did not consider inappropriate
textual borrowing an acute academic violation in undergraduate subject courses in my
research context. Differently from faculty members in America but similarly to the
Japanese faculty members in Dryden’s (1999) study, those in Korea would not comment
on students’ inappropriate source use and penalize it even if they found any. Rather, it
was believed that textual borrowing was a technical topic that did not have to be
addressed in content courses, but in composition courses. Along these lines, as shown
earlier in the interview data with Dr. Yun, an advanced English composition course at the
college seemed to be the very place where students could get exposed to source use and
mechanical documentation skills.
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In Composition Courses
Unlike content courses, undergraduate students seemed to have the opportunity to
be exposed to citation convention in the advanced-level writing course. Nonetheless,
both Dr. Yun and Dr. Min were doubtful that even after taking the course, students could
gain in-depth understanding and cite sources properly in their academic prose.
With regard to the composition courses in the university where the two Korean
informants taught, the institutional documents showed that three different levels of
courses were offered to English education majors: English Composition 1 as a
departmental elective course, English Composition 2 as a departmental core, and
Advanced English: Academic Writing as a university-wide elective. Figure 4-2 displays
the descriptions of the fist two composition courses created both in Korean and English.

영어작문 1 (English Composition 1) 2-3-0
통제작문과 짧은 자유작문을 통해 영어교육 전공자에게 필요한 최소한의 언어능력을
갖추도록 한다.

The course covers guided composition and free compositions at the sentence or short
paragraph level to equip the students with the essential writing ability necessary for
English education majors [emphasis added].
영어작문 2 (English Composition 2) 2-3-0
본 교과목은 패러그래프 구성, 전개와 자유작문을 중심으로 하는 영작문이다.

The course deals with the organization and development of paragraphs on a freecomposition [emphasis added].

Figure 4-2. An excerpt from the descriptions of undergraduate courses in the English
Education Department at DHU
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According to the description of the beginning-level composition course, students
were expected to learn how to produce precise and error-free sentences or short
paragraphs. Based on Dr. Min’s and Dr. Yun’s observation, students were supposed to
learn how to manipulate grammar knowledge and translate Korean into English. At the
intermediate level, students were trained to compose well-developed and well-structured
paragraphs covering such writing concepts and techniques of unity, coherence/cohesion,
and topic sentences. However, they were still taught to sharpen their sensitivity to
producing accurate sentences each of which became a basic unit to comprise a paragraph.
In fact, the grammar-based approach was initially employed in order to help students,
especially freshmen and sophomores, who had little education and experience of English
writing in the EFL secondary school and whose English writing proficiency was not welldeveloped. As a consequence, it was noticed that the dominance of the approach implied
that there was little room to pay detailed attention to Western notions and conventions of
textual borrowing in the lower-level writing courses.

고급영어: 학술작문 (Advanced English: Academic Writing)
본 강의에서는 대학이나 대학원 같은 학문적인 분야에서 요구되는 글을 쓰는
방법을 배우게 된다. 문단 쓰기부터 시작하여 에세이, 리포트, 요약문, 논문초록,
논문 쓰기 등을 단계적으로 밟아가면서, 다른 사람의 글을 인용하는 방법이나
논문을 쓰는데 필요한 상세한 기술적인 영역도 익히게 된다. 뿐만 아니라
학문적인 글에서 요구되는 스타일이나 표현 등에 대해서도 다루게 될 것이다.

This course teaches students how to write research papers that are required
at both undergraduate and graduate levels. It adopts a step-by-step
approach, starting with writing paragraphs, essays, summaries, citations
and abstracts [emphasis added].
Figure 4-3. An Excerpt from the Descriptions of University-wide Courses at MJU
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Concerning Advanced English: Academic Writing, as the course description read,
students seemed to have the opportunity to learn about source attribution in that particular
course. Learning how to write paragraphs, essays, summaries, and abstracts, they were
also supposed to learn how to cite reading sources. However, Dr. Min and Dr. Yun
pointed out that students’ awareness was not still sharpened. Dr. Min said, “In most cases,
source citation wouldn’t be highlighted even in the writing course and students are not
really conscious of its importance” (“대부분 그냥 citation 문제가 그렇게 크게 부각되지 않
을 거라구. 그 Writing 시간에. 그리고 학생들이 그걸 의식하지 못하구”) (Interview,

8/10/2004). Even if textual borrowing might be discussed as one of the topics in the
course, Dr. Yun mentioned that students did not take into account textual borrowing as a
substantial concept because the course focused on technical aspects, i.e., how to
summarize, paraphrase, and document borrowed texts. Moreover, the course was not
available to many students. In taking a close look at the course schedule, it was
conspicuous that only five sections of the course were offered as a university-wide
elective for around 20,000 college students in the fall of 2004 and the number of students
in each section was limited to 15.
For me, it was a very thought-provoking phenomenon when I developed the code
system. The lesson on textual borrowing was part of the course so some students might
have a certain comprehension of it and cite sources in their academic papers; however,
the majority of students was not still aware of or sensitive to the Western concepts and
conventions. This surface-level finding motivated me to figure out whys by looking at
the code density and code families and working on diagrams. As a consequence, it
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enabled me to have in-depth understanding of the connections between textual borrowing
practices and cultural and educational beliefs and values in the particular research context
as I discuss in the latter section of this chapter.
Textual Borrowing at the Graduate Level
Similar to the finding about Japanese students in Rinnert and Kobayashi’s (2005)
study, graduate students that the informants taught had more exposure to textual
borrowing than undergraduate students. In spite of little attention given to textual
borrowing in the undergraduate studies in Korea, it became addressed, taught, and/or
emphasized in both the TESOL certificate program and the Master’s programs in
TESOL/English education.
Textual Borrowing Practices in the Certificate Programs
Dr. Miller, who had been for three weeks in Korea and taught Second Language
Acquisition (SLA) in the certificate program, recalled that he had talked about source use
briefly in the beginning of the semester. As illustrated in the following quote, he chose to
use the verb stressed, repeated the adverb very which modified another adverb seriously
and gave a detailed example of the consequence of inappropriate source use. In doing so,
he showed he himself regarded it as a serious academic crime but also he emphasized that
he had already let the students know what they had to know. He took for granted that his
students perceived the academic standard in the same way as he perceived.
So far, I mean, in my very first class we’ve done, I did talk a little bit
about plagiarism with them. They all, they all looked, they all knew what
plagiarism was. I mean, I don’t think that we need to doubt about that.
And you know, we all agreed that it is not acceptable. I stressed that in
Western universities, it’s taken very, very seriously, you know, people
could fail courses because of plagiarism. (Interview, 8/10/2004)
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Similarly, Mr. Wright who taught Teaching Reading and Writing Skills addressed
the American norms of textual borrowing and its regulations. When having noticed a
student’s inappropriate source use, he tried to teach its consequence to his students by
echoing his teacher’s warning in his class, “If you copy anything ever, even one word
without citing it, you could be kicked out of the school” as seen in the excerpt below.
When I talked about this [a student’s improper textual] in class, I tried to,
you know, just explained to them. This is the way it works in the American
university. If you do this, then this will happen! So I tried to explain it, not
emotionally but logically, saying here is the consequence, um, here is the
result if you do this. That’s kind of it! When I went to a university, the
teacher said, “Oh! If you copy anything ever, even one word without
citing it, you could be kicked out of the school.” So, it kind of made us
really scared. So because of this kind of fear, I was very, very picky about
that, about how to learn to, you know, how to cite.
(Interview, 8/11/2004)
Concerning the punitive punishment, worse than what Dr. Miller exemplified, Mr.
Wright seemed to consider it suitable. This was shown when he repeated the statements
of cause and effect, “This is the way it works in the American university. If you do this,
then this will happen! … here is the consequence, um, here is the result if you do this.”
Although the segment from his learning history in America made him scared and fearful,
he taught textual borrowing in the same way he had learned to students in the certificate
program.
In addition, Mr. Wright tried to help students avoid inappropriate textual
borrowing including a statement in the syllabus. As shown in Figure 4-4, he listed
important requirements for the course under the heading Student Responsibility: more
than 70 percent attendance, class participation, assignment completion and quality, proper
source use, and in-class writing for a final exam. In doing so, by underlining the
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statements which read, “[S]tudents must attend at least 70% of classes” and “Claiming
another person’s work as your own, either on purpose or by mistake can result in an F for
the course,” he tried to emphasize the attendance and textual borrowing policy. Related
to textual borrowing, particularly, he included one more statement before the underlined
one. In this way, he attempted to emphasize that since whether it was intentional or not,
inappropriate textual borrowing deserved an F.
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ENG XXX
Teaching Reading & Writing Kills
Instructor: XXX Wright
Contact: xxwright@xxxx.xxx
Dates: July 19-September 25, 2004
Texts: Fawcett, Susan. 2004. Evergreen. Seventh Edition
Supplementary Materials for Teaching Reading and Writing Skills
Course Objectives
In order for a teacher to teach writing well, he or she must know how to
write well. The main objective of this class is to familiarize yourself
with writing in English at an academic level. We will begin with
sentences, move on to the paragraph level, and finally and most
importantly, the essay level.
Student Responsibilities
In order to pass this course, students must attend at least 70% of classes.
Additionally, students are expected to participate in class and do their
writing assignments on time, completely and thoroughly. You must do
your own homework. Claiming another person’s work as your own,
either on purpose or by mistake can result in an F for the course. The
final exam will be an in-class essay.
Comment
Like playing a musical instrument, learning to write well in English
takes years of practice. However, by working hard, participating in class,
and most importantly taking risks in your thinking and your writing,
you can improve your English writing quickly. Also, don’t forget,
writing is a wonderful way to express your personal ideas and emotions.
Don’t forget, writing is fun!

Figure 4-4. The Front Page of Mr. Wright’s Syllabus
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Moreover, Mr. Wight planned to have “a special presentation for two hours, which,
um, they’re, sort of, try to require the students to come out of those difficulties”
(Interview, 8/11/2004). His course schedule which followed the front page of the
syllabus showed that he planned to teach how to write good summaries and quotes as part
of the course work.
Regardless of the informants’ emphasis on textual borrowing in class, however,
there was a certain gap between their expectations and students’ understanding and
writing performance. The American and British professors had observed students’
inappropriate textual borrowing. It was identical no matter how long they taught in
Korea in general and in the TESOL certificate program in general. According to Dr.
Miller and Mr. Wright, students borrowed ideas and words from published papers,
internet sources, and/or other students’ papers.
Students oftentimes copied published texts, particularly class readings, without
proper attribution even though they knew that their professors also had read the sources.
After having a class discussion on Critical Period Hypothesis (CPH) based on two
articles, for instance, Dr. Miller asked students to write a two-paragraph position paper.
Here is the assignment prompt that I wrote down when his students expressed their
confusion with the assignment over lunch.
From what you have studied so far, do you think the CPH is valid as far as
SLA is concerned? Give reasons to support your answer. If the CPH is
valid, what implications does this have for teachers of English as a second
language? (Written text, 8/4/2006)
Giving out the prompt, Dr. Miller let the students know what he would expect for the
assignment. “First, I asked answer and support, your answer by referring to what we
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discussed in advance…I am looking for another study which challenged CPH, we went
through the class” (Interview, 8/11/2004). In other words, he required students to
accomplish the textual functions of source use by taking stances and supporting their
opinions from the readings in order to provide “little bit more academic substance”
(Interview, 8/11/2004).
However, “no more than three or four” students out of thirty met the requirement:
“a number of people gave a kind of anecdotal evidence…not really being aware of the
convention and citation, how to refer to paper, how to support your [their] own value by
referring to work done by somebody else” (Interview, 8/11/2004). Importantly, although
a couple of students referred to the source texts, he noticed inappropriate textual
borrowing in their papers. Below is Dr. Miller’s account on the inappropriate use that he
encountered for the first time in his three-week teaching career in Korea.
But he essentially he just copied out of that paragraph from that book. And
he had not paraphrased or not given citations where this comes from page
one of the book. Um, [silent for two seconds] technically, it is plagiarism.
(Interview, 8/10/2004)
Hesitantly using the term plagiarism, he pointed out a student’s minimal effort to indicate
the original source and to rewrite the paragraph in his own words. He seemed to hesitate
uttering the word plagiarism because he shared with the view of the Western teachers that
it is “the scourge of academic life” (Angelil-Carter, 2000, p. 3).
Related to this type of textual borrowing, Mr. Wright pointed out that students
seemed to ignore citation or were not even bothered copying the text verbatim.
According to him, they felt that because the professors who assigned readings were
already familiar with them and “should know this quote from here, this quote from here”
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(Interview, 8/12/2004), they did not have to establish where references came from. As a
consequence, “So, maybe, they wouldn’t feel guilty, because they wouldn’t feel really
doing anything wrong” (Interview, 8/12/2004), and they did not have to give citation.
Mr. Wright’s observation was in the same line of Buranen’s (1999) and Rinnert
and Kobayashi’s (2005) argument despite different populations of the target students.
They claim that when Chinese and Japanese students used reading material as a way to
show respect for authors, they felt that it would not be necessary to document the sources
in footnotes or bibliographies. According to Buranen (1999), rather, they considered
acknowledgement of the sources as insulting to knowledgeable readers. If Mr. Wright’s
students were subscribed to the same cultural belief and practice, they might not cite
references explicitly as a way to show respect for their professors who were reliable and
knowledgeable on subjects. Rather, referencing to sources was a redundant presentation
of the reading sources and violation of their cultural value.
In addition to the published texts, it was evident that students seemed to rely on
internet sources, which comprised both published and unpublished reading materials.
During the interview, Mr. Wright repeatedly signaled students’ dependence on the on-line
resources. When he talked about his grading rubric, I questioned him how to evaluate
plagiarized papers if any. In order to clarify my question, he asked me, “You’re saying
students’ copying from another student or they’re copying something from the internet?”
(Interview, 8/12/2004). Moreover, when he explicated his strategy about how to prevent
inappropriate attribution, Mr. Wright said, “If I think this student is cheating, I look at the
internet. I type in some key words to see, I can find it and then um, if I can, I can control
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them” (Interview, 8/12/2004).
In effect, he did not directly address students’ extensive use of the internet sources
in responding to my question and elaborating on his strategy. Yet, his question for
clarification and habitual detection strategy implied that he had frequently encountered
students’ inadequate use of electronic materials, by borrowing others’ thoughts,
information, vocabulary, and expressions and transferring them into their writing like
their own. In fact, this became clear when he recalled an unpleasant incident that had
happened a semester ago in relation to textual borrowing of unpublished materials.
In looking at Mr. Wright’s question above again, “You’re saying students’ copying
from another student, or they’re copying something from the internet?” it was revealed
that students in the program employed unpublished materials such as advanced students’
written work. For instance, he and his colleagues encountered “perilous” textual
borrowing when a student posted his own written sources on the website, which was
comprised of all of his answers for the comprehensive exams, term papers he had written,
and study/lecture notes.
One thing I also want to mention about plagiarism, can, um, a situation
last semester, I continued to be aware, a student who graduated from this
program collected all the homework and all the assignments, and
examples and everything, and put it on the internet so students could just
download papers and submit them.
(Interview, 8/12/2004)
In response to this, Mr. Wright and his colleagues felt insulted because the student who
promoted inappropriate textual borrowing was their former student who was informed of
inappropriate source use learning TESOL subject matters in their program and thus who
should have known the ethical accountability of his actions.
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Regardless of their concern, however, it implied that students not only provided
their writing voluntarily to share knowledge and information with others, especially with
junior students, but also took the given intellectual work and words of senior students
freely. In regard to the inappropriate textual borrowing practices, it might be a hard task
to change their perceptions and practices of source use all of a sudden as Dr. Miller said,
“I think they received the message, but, but, kind of breaking the habit may prove a little
difficult, yeah, yeah” (Interview, 8/11/2004).
Textual Borrowing Practice in Master’s Programs
All Korean professors who taught graduate courses as well as undergraduate
acknowledged that textual borrowing was addressed in their Master’s program. Dr. Yun
emphasized, “Although it varies depending on professors and colleges, there is a big
difference between undergraduates and graduates [in terms of source attribution] because
we train graduate students (“대학원 수업에 오며는 달라져요. 저희가 훈련을 시키니까…근데,
대학마다 다르고, 선생님마다 다르고”) (Interview, 8/12/04). Regardless of different

perceptions of the U.S. academic writing conventions, each informant believed that it was
worthwhile mentioning that in class or in the process of thesis mentoring. Besides, the
data showed that all the informants developed and used their own strategies.
Dr. Han, a professor in a TESOL Master’s program, provided guidelines that
students should follow, i.e., what documentation they should use (“또 APA 양식을 맞춰
오라든지”) or how to cite references (“참고 문헌을 이렇게 이용하라”) (Interview,

8/3/2004). In a Master’s course in English education, Dr. Min employed journal articles
published in North America as sample texts in order for students to be aware of Western
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citation convention. So did Dr. Yun believing, “it should be more effective to teach both
concepts and forms at the same time” (“그러니까 어떤 content 내용과 form 하고 같이 가야
그것이 되는 것 같아요”) (Interview, 8/12/2004).

In addition to class writing, the monumental literacy event that all three Korean
professors addressed was thesis writing. Although I did not ask any specific question
about particular genres of academic writing, all three Korean professors who had been
graduate students in Korea or now taught graduate courses in the country mentioned this
particular genre of writing. According to Dr. Min, writing graduation theses, students
could get intensive training in source use as well as a variety of writing conventions.
Along the same line, Dr. Yun mentioned that citation was a basic requirement that
students had to meet for a graduation thesis.
From my perspective, graduate students become to face all the problems
related to writing [including citation] when writing their thesis. Before
that, they are not conscious of those issues seriously.
내가 보기에는 한국 학생들은 대학원 석사 과정에 와서 대학원 석사 학위 논문
을 쓸 때, 그 때 [Citation을 포함한] 모든 writing여러 가지 제 문제들에 대해서
부딪힐 가능성이 많죠. 그 이전까지는 그렇게 심각하게 고려를 못해 보죠.

(Interview with Dr. Min, 8/10/2004)
In the graduate program, sometimes professors ask students to write term
papers in English. And mostly we encourage students to write a thesis in
English. When writing such academic prose, they could learn about using
and citing references a little bit… A kind of, a kind of, a thesis is a
register. So to follow conventions is to make a thesis a good thesis and an
essay as a good essay. In writing a thesis, citation is basic to follow.
대학원에 들어 오면 영어로 term paper 로 쓰라고 선생님들이 가끔 요구를 하기
때문에, 논문 같은 경우에는 거의가 영어로 쓰도록 encourage 를 해 줘요… 그럴
때, 이거를 쪼금 배울 [수 있겠죠]…일종의, 일종의, 어떻게 보면 하나의 논문,
논문 자체가 하나의 register 잖아요. 이 형식에 맞게 나가야 된다 이거죠.
논문은 논문 다와야 하고, essay 는 essay 다와야 하고, 이게 논문이잖아요.
논문 형식에 맞춰야 하기 때문에 citation 은 기본인 거죠.

(Interview with Dr. Yun, 8/12/2004)
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Unlike the data collected from the certificate program, those in the master’s
programs showed a different range of understanding and practices of students’ textual
borrowing. As for the first type of students, they were aware of the fact that it would be
problematic to copy others’ work without citation and equipped with writing skills to
avoid improper source use. As Dr. Min stated, they did not employ someone else’s
writing like their own (“남의 글을 자기 글이라고 생각하고 인용하지는 않아요”) (Interview,
8/10/2004). When we talked about how Korean students developed and organized their
points in writing a literature review, Dr. Min said like the following.
With regard to the difference, although it is important to organize the
literature review issue by issue, Korean students were apt to make a long
list of summary, showing who says what, that is, this person says this, that
person says that.
어떻게 다르다고 생각하면, 우리 애들은 그걸 이슈 중심으로, literature review
를 어떤 식으로 구성해 나가야 하는 가가 굉장히 중요한데…쭉 그냥, 이 사람은
이렇게 이야기 했다, 이 사람은 이렇게 이야기 했다, 이 사람은 이렇게 이야기
했다, 그런 식으로 요약하는 부분이 많지.

(Interview, 8/10/2004)
Although he mentioned this to point out the need for analysis and synthesis in writing for
a particular genre of academic prose, his account suggests that students identified other
authors’ work when introducing relevant literature to their topics. In addition, when
responding to my question regarding how students borrowed source materials, Dr. Yun
said that they cited them in the form of paraphrases, summaries and quotations.
Right! They quote or paraphrase in their own words. They organize the
source information showing who says what by summarizing it. They use
indirect quotes more than direct quotes.
그렇죠. Quote 를 할 때도 있고, 아니면 자기 말로 바꾸어서, 누가 이 말을 이런
식으로 했다, 정리하는 거죠. 정리하는 경우도 많이 있고. 직접 인용보다도 간접
인용을 많이 해요.

(Interview, 8/12/2004)
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With regard to the second type of students, the informants in both TESOL and
English education programs pointed out that most of them showed certain mismatch
between their understanding and practices in terms of textual borrowing. Even after
being aware that improper source use was a serious matter in academic writing, they used
others’ intellectual work and words with no acknowledgement depending on the type of
papers they wrote. In other words, some were cautious to inappropriate source use when
working on big papers such as term papers or graduation theses as the following excerpt
shows. However, they copied source materials when writing small papers such as a
summary of readings.
Students know whether to cite or not in writing a term paper or a thesis…
But they don’t seem to know when writing a summary, they do not.
자기 텀 페이퍼라든지 논문을 내라고 할 때는 내가 인용을 해야 할 부분과 인용
하지 말아야 할 부분은 그런 부분들은 구분을 해요…그것을summary를 내라
고 할 때는 잘 구별을 하지는 않아, 잘 구별을 하지는 않는 것 같은데.

(Interview, 8/10/2004).
Regarding reading journals in which students were required to summarize class
readings, Dr. Min admitted that most students copied source materials verbatim without
addressing authors and their arguments. In writing a summary, they just made an effort
not to miss even a single word without giving credit to original authors.
Last semester, students were supposed to turn in a summary [of the
readings] every week. I noticed that they understood they had to
summarize readings even not losing a single word…Most of them seldom
addressed who said what, and just reproduced the content of the
reading…That seems to be how students have been taught: summarizing
in detail and trying not to use their own words!
지난, 지난 학기는 매주 summary의, 요약본을 내라고 하거든. 그럼 내가 느끼
는 것은 뭐냐면 우리 학생들은 그걸 한글자도 놓치지 않고 정리해 오는 것으로
이해하고 있죠…그리고 쓸 때도, 그런 걸 보면 이건 누구의 말이다 뭐 이렇게 쓰
는 경우도 별로 없고 그냥 옮겨, 내용을 그냥 옮겨 오는 경우가 많죠…그게 아마
학생들이 쭉 배워 왔던 방식인 것 같애. 그래서 아주 자세하게, 그리고 가급적이
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면 자기 말은 안 들어 가고!

(Interview, August 10, 2004)
As the third type of students, some were unlikely to comprehend proper source
attribution despite their professors’ guidance and emphasis. Dr. Han from TESOL said,
although it would be better to provide a guideline, only twenty percent of students met
the requirements for source use (“사실, guideline을 주면은 안준 것보다는 훨씬 낫지만, 그
guideline에 정말 적절하게 잘 맞췄다고 생각되는 학생은 한반에, 음~ 20 프로 정도의 학생들이
…”) (Interview, 8/3/04). According to her, “students were not conscious of its

importance” (“중요성을 인식하지 못하는 경우가 있어서”) (Interview, 8/3/04) due to little
experience in academic writing. In that case, students were not apt to be aware of norms
and conventions of source use until or even after they wrote graduation theses.
With regard to lack of writing education and little awareness of citation
convention, Dr. Han recalled her own experience when writing a thesis as a Master’s
student.
When I was in a graduate school in Korea, I wrote a thesis without getting
any advice on how to write it. I didn’t know what APA was or so. I didn’t
know that I should follow such a documentation style, and I had no
understanding of why and even how to write logically in Korean. Since I
was required to produce an outcome, I turned it in. But, my advisor was
really upset and said, “I don’t want to read the writing which doesn’t
follow the convention. Do it again!” Well, I didn’t think that it was fair! I
still think that it wasn’t fair.
내가 옛날에 석사를 할 때, 나는 한국에서 석사를 했는데, 논문을 어떻게 써야 되느
냐에 대한 advise를 전혀 받지 못했고, 논문을 어느 날 까지 써야 되서 써서 냈는데,
나는 APA이고 뭐고…그런 것에 대해서 전혀 알지 못했고, 그런 것을 따라야 한다
고 전혀 생각하지 못했고, 전혀 그 form에 대한 이해가 없었고 내 writing, 한글로
쓰는 논리의 이해가 없었는데, 하여튼 outcome을 요구했고 그걸 냈더니 우리 선생
님이 막 불벼락을 내리면서, ‘아니, 나는 form도 안 맞춰 온 그런 글을 읽고 싶지 않
다, 다시 해 가지고 와라’ 되게 화를 내셨던 기억이 있어요. 근데, 나는 부당하다고
생각했는데, 실제로 나는 지금도 부당하지 당연히.

(Interview, 8/03/2004)
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As shown above, Dr. Han stated that her thesis had been rejected because she did
not adopt a documentation style. Although she talked about her experience in order to
emphasize her own lack of writing education, importantly, her account revealed that her
advisor did not problematize her quality of sources and writing skills, i.e., whether she
employed powerful, respected sources to support her arguments or whether her summary
and paraphrase were adequate and effective. Rather, her advisor focused more on the
mechanical details of her documentations. This argument might be because every thesis
written in the mater’s program was published and placed in the library stacks. Thus,
thesis advisors were very sensitive to students’ errors in grammar and conventions
believing that it would be shameful to have mistakes in such aspects. In that case,
students have less chance to learn about and recognize the norms of needs for source use
and to recognize its importance.
So far, I have shown that Korean undergraduate students in my research context
had little training on source use in content courses. Even when being exposed to the
Western convention in writing courses, they did not have a good grasp of the concept of
textual borrowing and thus, it remained as the secondary issue. It was almost identical to
the findings with students in the certificate program. In spite of the professors’ efforts
and strategies for making their expectations clear about source use, students did not take
this issue seriously. In regard to the understanding and practices of graduate students in
the Master’s programs, despite the multifaceted findings, the data implied that most of
them were unlikely to have sufficient awareness and comprehension of the issue from the
Western views on textual borrowing. In other words, their understanding remained in a
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superficial level and thus they hardly engaged in scholarly debates in their academic
writing.
If we contemplate my findings based on the reproductionist approach, the literacy
and teaching practices on textual borrowing in the local context seemed to be illegitimate
or inferior to norms and conventions of U.S. academic writing. In this case, the practices
are considered to be deficient; students are likely portrayed as losers and/or professors as
unqualified teachers who cannot successively carry out fundamental and necessary
academic goals and tasks.
Nonetheless, in examining the informants’ observations and accounts of their
students’ textual borrowing as the ideological model of literacy guided, we gained the
clear and comprehensive understanding of why source use and citation were not
important academic concepts and conventions in the research settings. In other words,
the thorough scrutiny of the data based on the theoretical lens enabled us to understand
that the ignorance of the concepts and conventions derived from cultural and educational
approaches to knowledge, learning, and text in the field of English education in Korea.
Towards an Understanding of Textual Borrowing Practices in Korea
In light of the ideological perspective, textual borrowing practices must be
reflections of sociocultural and educational values and conventions generally in a culture
and specifically in a local context. Especially in my research site in Korea, the content
analysis of interview data with five faculty members revealed that textual borrowing
practices were closely intertwined with culturally-bounded, collectivist norms and
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attitudes to knowledge, and prevailing over English education approaches and linguistic
ideologies.
Cultural Influences on Textual Borrowing Practices
Dr. Min claimed that students, especially freshmen and sophomores, “seldom
write their own writing.” When being asked to write academic papers, they did not have
to develop and support their own thoughts. They were hardly required to reconstruct
source materials taking stances as individual writers, and criticizing or evaluating as
members of the academic discourse community. In many subject courses even in the
fields of education and humanities, besides, it was not mandatory for students to write
academic essays so as to build up content knowledge and improve academic skills. In
many cases, exams were preferable to papers, for which they reproduced what they had
read and studied.
In speculating upon the academic requirements and tasks, these were quite
different from those in the US. Although we could observe similar aspects in some
American classes as seen in Kubota’s (2001) study, it was also true that “the Korean
college experience is different by its degree of differences in goals and emphasis” (Lee,
1996, p. 41). From this perspective, I claim that these were grounded upon a cultural
norm and a learning approach, which encouraged students to echo or represent collective
opinions on given topics rather than to articulate their individual ones. Importantly, I also
found that pursuit of group opinions was closely associated with textual borrowing
practices in my research setting.
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It was noticeable that a morally-bounded cultural norm advocated students to
minimize individual opinions in their academic discourse. According to Dr. Min, Korean
high school and college students were discouraged to express unique and distinctive
opinions in both primary and secondary discourse communities (Gee, 1991). In order to
promote its cultural precepts and practices, the society did not give credits for different
and skeptical views on an issue. To point this out, Dr. Min exemplified how teenagers’
debate on a topic was reported and chastised in a newspaper in Korea.
For example, there have been “Seats only for the elderly” on the subway
in our country since 1990’s, right? On the web site that teenagers
participated in, there was a hot debate about the seats. Some of them
questioned why we need such seats. They had a problem with the elderly
who followed and forced them to give up a seat. They thought such
behavior was not appropriate. For me, it was very positive for teenagers to
have such a debate. But, in a newspaper article, the young generation was
considered very impolite [and disrespectful for the elderly] [My emphasis].
The society doesn’t allow even a discussion and expects students to just
accept its norms.
예를 들어서, 한때 90 몇 년도엔가 우리나라의 지하철에 경로석이 있쟎아요.
근데, 경로석이 왜 필요하냐? 그리고 노인들이 마치 자기 자리인 것처럼,
너무나 무례하게, 지나치게 젊은 사람을 쫒아 다니면서 거기를 앉으려고 한다.
이거는 좀 문제가 있는 거 아니냐? 라고 그 청소년들이 주로 가는 인터넷
site 에서 아주 hot issue 로 논쟁이 이루어 진 적이 있어요. 나는 그것을 아주
긍정적으로 봤거든. 근데, 그러한 내용을 신문에서는 뭐라고 보도하냐면, 요새

젊은 애들은 참 버르장머리가 없다 이렇게 이야기 한단 말이예요 [emphasis

added]. (Interview, 8/10/2004)
Not all, but some students had a variety of reasons to claim their right for the seat
assigned only for the elderly on the subway. As Dr. Min pointed out, encouraging them
to articulate their thoughts might establish discussions on the topic and lead to
informative solutions. However, when they expressed their opinions distinctive from
cultural norms, this was regarded as an immoral conduct which broke down a laudable
custom. Not only were they reprimanded but they were also forced to accept the
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traditional principle of respect for the old generation without reservation; they were
supposed to echo the collective answer, accepted and maintained by the societal
members, not to express individuals’ ideational positions. In the context where the
culturally-bounded-moral approach was powerful and a collectivist opinion was
promoted, students were kept from taking on and projecting individual thought explicitly
regarding given topics as owners of ideas and writing pieces.
Reproduction of knowledge was the dominant approach to learning in the
research context, which played a certain role to keep students from projecting their
written authorial voice. As Dr. Min pointed out in his dissertation study, independent
learning was not highly valued and thus project-oriented and student-centered learning
was not practiced in the secondary and tertiary education in Korea. Instead, students
were to acquire standardized, identical information from lectures and a few textbooks in
each course. They were also encouraged to identify and summarize information precisely
rather than to approach given information critically or contribute to the body of
knowledge with new ideas. In this way, taking exams, students were expected to show
whether they had covered the readings assigned, how much they knew about what they
had read, and how correctly they could reproduce the information (1996, p. 10).
In fact, mid-term and final exams, usually geared for ranking, came to be the
essence to evaluate students’ achievement and competence in my research context.
When the necessary academic skill was tightly associated with students’ capability to
reproduce the information, they were likely to depend on memorization which caused
inappropriate textual borrowing from the Western perspective. “[T]o make high scores
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on the examinations” (Lee, 1996, p. 42), they memorized terms, definitions, examples,
and passages, and transmitted the memorized information onto the exam sheet. Those
who went over texts thoroughly by memorizing important parts were considered as good,
hard-working students. They were ready to accurately recall and reproduce what they
had read and memorized. In contrast, those who scanned textbooks or read them
selectively were regarded as lazy, under-prepared, or at most too clever. Within the
framework which emphasized reproduction of knowledge through memorization,
consequently, it was not meaningful for students to deploy individual identity and
develop unique ideas as authors of any writing pieces.
So far, I have shown the relationship between the cultural norm and attitude to
learning, and requirement of repeating group perspectives. In the next section, I will
discuss particular textual borrowing practices in my research context, influenced by the
promoted collectivist voice. To do so, I will speculate on prevalence of sample writing
so-called Chok’bo and pursuit of “one right answer” both of which were observed by the
informants.
Sharing information is an important, common practice among Korean students,
as shown earlier when Mr. Wright addressed dangerous textual borrowing that he had
experienced. To facilitate such information sharing practice, there exists a popular
academic register in Korea: Chok’bo whose literal meaning is “genealogy.” It refers to
an extensive collection of written materials of advanced students from different
graduation years. Usually, Chok’bo is created or utilized as a guideline for exams and
written assignments, and thus what types of Chok’bo students have and how much
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information it contains are critical to its users obtaining higher scores or grades. With
such an educational purpose, some departmental offices provide Chok’bo for students
who prepare for entrance exams for their graduate programs. Or students can purchase
Chok’bo in stationery stores around colleges for specific majors and academic tasks.
In taking into consideration the use of Chok’bo in the TESOL certificate program,
the student created Chok’bo on purpose to make it available to other students, especially
those who studied and would study under the same professors’ guidance in the same
program at the same school. Not only did he want to share knowledge and information
included in his written materials, but he also did his experience on and insight into the
scholarly work in the program and in the academic community. Consequently, giving out
his written work to juniors, he might regard creating and spreading Chok’bo as a virtue
rather than heinous violation of an academic convention.
Besides, the fast growth of technology in recent years has helped students to
create Chok’bo not only for junior students but also for anonymous fellows. In this way,
use of Chok’bo has proliferated without spatial and temporal limitations. Due to easy
access to Chok’bo in the L1 context as well as the unique stance regarding sharing
knowledge and information, students were more liable to copy someone else’s written
work and turn it in like their own. In this case, unique, individual opinion was regarded
as less powerful than collectivist group opinion. When a student was encouraged to
articulate the second type of opinion, it was unnecessary to acknowledge the ownership
of ideas by citing sources and to differentiate his/her opinions from someone else’s.
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Thus, appropriation of other’s words and ideas was not an important academic standard
to be addressed in class at all.
According to both Dr. Min and Dr. Han, for the second, their students tended to
believe that there was only one right answer, view, or position on a given topic and issue
to write about. As a consequence, when approaching any reading, they took the
information as absolute truth, not an author’s individual thought or argument. As an
example that Dr. Min gave, when students read articles about language acquisition, they
thought that it would be achieved unquestionably in a couple of ways that the readings
suggested, but did not think that there might be different opinions on the topic. Moreover,
due to the effect of the dominant attitude to learning, reproduction of knowledge, students
had few chances to approach to an issue or to conjecture alternatives to solve a problem.
Along these lines, students were unlikely to feel that they had to cite sources to
support their points or acknowledge the source materials.
With regard to citing sources, if an opinion is not only a writer’s but also
that of all of us, if all believe in the same way, then we don’t need to point
out whose idea is that and who thinks like that… In our culture, I don’t
know much about Japanese, Chinese cultures, but at least in our culture,
we do not emphasize different thoughts or opinions, writing or saying that
this is this person’s thought, that is that person’s, this is his, and that’s hers.
그런 문제가 남의 글을 인용하는 단계에서 마치 그것이 그 사람의 개인의 생각
일 뿐만 아니라 전체의 생각인 것처럼, 전체가 다 그렇게 믿는다면 굳이 그 사람
생각이라고 끄집어 내서 이 사람은 이렇게 생각했다고 밝힐 필요는 없는 거 쟎
아요…그거는 그니까 이사람, 너의 생각이고 이것은 나의 생각이 이건 그 사람
의 생각이고 이건 그녀의 생각이다 하는 그런 어떤 생각의 차이를 서로 구별하
는 것이 우리나라에서, 우리 나라의 문화권, 또 중국, 일본은 어떤 지 모르겠지
만, 그렇게 대립 각이 서있지 않다는 거예요. 그러니까, 않기 때문에, 않기 때문
에 누구의 글을 인용할 때 그게 뭐 writing이 됐든 아니면 speaking이 됐든,
speaking 할 때도 [인용할 필요가 없는 거죠]

(Interview, 8/10/2004)
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In this case, students felt that it was not suitable to acknowledge the author’s individual
opinions and raise his/her individual thought in their academic essays. Rather, source
acknowledgement was perceived as an unnecessary and unreasonable practice and
students chose to copy class readings verbatim. In this vein, students’ textual borrowing
might be a reflection on the norms and values of academic discourse prevailing in their
L1 context.
In the excerpt above, Dr. Min was not sure that Korean culture was in the same
line with Japanese and Chinese cultures. A body of research indicates that the particular
cultural influence on textual borrowing is prevailing in other Asian cultures. Day (2001)
observes that Japanese students do not quote or cite reading sources because they assume
that “it is not necessary to mention or quote [the reading]” which is “obviously true” (p.
254). It is not necessary at all for the students to document “an encyclopedic and
ostensibly politically neutral view of knowledge” (Dryden, 1999, p. 77). In this way,
Korean students’ perception of textual borrowing is aligned with other Asian student
populations.
Influences of English Education on Textual Borrowing Practices
I have shown that discussion on textual borrowing was part of the writing courses
in the undergraduate studies, so some students might have a good grasp of its concept and
convention. However, the majority of students was not still conscious of it and did not
acknowledge sources properly. As I said earlier, it was a very thought-provoking
contradiction worthwhile being investigated. In exploring why, I found that it was tightly
associated with how they had been taught in former English writing courses, abided by

154

the nature of English writing education in Korea that underscored the grammar
translation method and sustained instrumental motivations of learning.
Grammar Translation Approach to English Education
Many studies in the fields of TESOL and L2 writing have problematized the
grammar translation approach, which views writing as a collection of sentences produced
by learners’ recognition and practice of grammar rules (Rivers, 1968). It has been
criticized because with this approach we are likely to pay little attention to the important
nature of writing process, or we cannot take into account writers’ subjectivity and written
voice, closely associated with the social context they participate in. In addition to that, I
claim that grammar/translation-focused English education kept students from getting
exposed to and understanding the notion of textual borrowing.
In his study in 1998, Li showed that the grammar translation method was still
widespread even after the South Korean Ministry of Education had altered its national
curriculums to “Communicative Curriculums” in 1992 (p. 681). In taking a close look at
Dr. Min’s (2004) study on the nature of and approach to error correction in Korea, the
traditional “grammar syllabus” has still been influential in the setting of English
education or at least in the setting of English writing education even since the Seventh
National Curriculum was published in 2000.
According to Dr. Min, writing has been a negligible skill in the Korean
educational circumstance comparing to other language skills such as speaking, listening,
and reading that students were required to develop. In the formal classroom setting,
many high school students had few chances to practice composing even a single sentence
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in English. Writing was included along with other language skills in the nation-wide
curriculum for secondary schools, but it was oftentimes ignored and rarely taught in
actual classes. As a result, the committee that Dr. Yun participated in was summoned to
revise the Seventh National curriculum and took into consideration lowering the standard
of writing skills as well as speaking (2005). Besides, although writing was taught at
college, Dr. Min claimed that students were hardly encouraged to express and convey
their thoughts and to communicate with readers, as discussed regarding the textual
borrowing practices in the subject course. Rather, the foci aspects were translation of
Korean into English and grammatical accuracy, which students could achieve through
tedious drills and practices. It was already shown when I discussed the lower-level of
writing classes offered in English education at Dr. Min and Dr. Yun’s college.
Related to textual borrowing, the writing education that Dr. Min called “English
translation education, not writing education” resulted in negative consequences in two
ways. For the first thing, as Dr. Yun mentioned, students had few chances to learn about
source use and technical writing strategies when focusing only on linguistic features and
correctness. Even after taking two writing courses, students did not have a chance to
familiarize themselves not only with different genres and conventions of academic
writing but also the norms of source use and essential writing skills such as summarizing,
paraphrasing, and quoting. Even in the beginning level, students could be exposed to a
variety of different genres of readings and introduced the notion of textual borrowing
while learning how to compose grammatically correct sentences. However, when the
latter was the dominant educational approach to English writing, there was little room to
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make a balance between the bottom-up approach and the top-down, and thus textual
borrowing remained as a foreign concept that was not mentioned or did not have to be
mentioned in class.
For the second, the grammar/translation approach also tended to limit students’
liberty expressing their thoughts in different ways, and thus hindered their voice within
fixed linguistic and syntactic forms. In this case, students focused more on the linguistic
and syntactic features of given sentences than meanings and thus waste time to search for
and write one perfect equivalent in English.
According to Dr. Min, because students were trained to translate someone else’s
thoughts and expressions given in Korean into those in English, they were prone to
misunderstand that “despite a variety of available expressions, there was only one
appropriate English expression for a meaning in Korean” (“여러 가지로 다른 표현들을 사
용해서 같은 개념의 생각을 여러 가지 다양한 언어형태로 표현할 수 있음에도 불구하고, 그것
에 대응할 수 있는 영어 표현은 한 가지뿐이라고 하는 잘못된 생각을 갖게 된다”) (Interview,

8/10/2004). In other words, they thought that there was a limited number of proper
words, expressions, or forms, transformed from Korean into English. As a consequence,
students tended to confine themselves to predetermined linguistic and grammatical
choices, whereas they did to culturally bounded group opinions as an effect of prevailing
tradition and learning culture in Korea.
Concerning textual borrowing, importantly, the more attention students paid to
grammatical accuracy and sentence-level writing than meaning-level, the more efforts
they made to look for circulated, prescribed linguistic and syntactic features. In addition,
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they relied on them as repositories of vocabulary, expressions, and sentence structure. In
fact, most EFL students had few chances to be immersed in the target culture and
language, and thus the dictionary and textbooks were the main sources which provided a
great number of examples of language use. From the sources, students borrowed words,
expressions, or exemplary sentences for particular meanings and acquired grammar
knowledge. In the learning context, students hardly thought that it would be problematic
to copy someone else’s language verbatim.
So far, I have discussed how the grammar translation approach to English
education in Korea was associated with students’ rare exposure to and different views on
textual borrowing. In addition to the effects of the approach, English education which
sustained instrumental motivation rather than integrative motivation (Gardner, 2000) kept
students from being exposed to the Western notion of textual borrowing.
Practical Needs for English Writing Education
As I presented in the previous section, students in the EFL context had lack of
training in source use. Even though they took an English composition course, they were
motivated to improve their writing skills for pragmatic reasons. In the courses, they
wanted to prepare themselves for exams such as TOEFL in order to study at Englishspeaking colleges or get better jobs. Thus, many composition courses were designed to
help students get higher scores on language/writing tests as revealed in the goal statement
of an advanced writing course at MJU (see Figure 4-5).
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F. Advanced Writing
과목명

고급 영작문

[Course name]

[Advanced Writing]

수강대상

전대학 전학년

[Target students]

[Open to all college students]

학점-강의-실습

2학점-2시간-0시간

[Credits-Class
hours-practicum]

[2 credits-2 hours-No practicum]

이수구분

핵심교양

[Course type]

[Core Elective]

Course
Description

By the end of class, students should be able to write
descriptive, opinion, compare/contrast, and possibly,
problem/solution essays using correct structure,
support, unity, cohesion, and development strategies
and techniques. A short review of paragraph structure
will be done, but, as this is an advanced writing class,
students are expected to already be able to write proper
paragraphs. A general weekly plan will be given out in
the first class.

Goal

The primary objective of this course is to lead the
students to acquire high level of writing skills for
covering broad areas from the journal to the technical
report, helping them achieve good results in job
markets or standardized English tests [emphasis
added].

Figure 4-5. An Excerpt from the Description of English courses at MJU
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The goal statement demonstrated that the advanced writing course aimed to help
students meet practical needs. In other words, students were expected to attain writing
proficiency across different types of writing; however, “[achieving] good results in job
markets or standardized English tests” seemed to be the real goal which both course
designers and students were interested in.
Problematically, this created a negative washback revealing the tendency “to
exclude from curriculum important genres and content because they are not on the test”
(Russell and Foster, 2002, p. 29). We can note such a washback called “curricular
crowding out” when Dr. Yun mentioned, “The target of writing education is to get a
higher score on the language test such as TWE, part of TOEFL, considering writing as a
product” (“시험위주로. TOEFL 에서 어떻게 TWE 를 잘 받을 것인가… Writing 이 하나의
product 로, 점수를 잘 맞는 것으로만 작문 교육이 되고 있어요”) (Interview, 08/12/2004).
Importantly, when learning English writing was a means to satisfy the
instrumental motivation, students were not interested in or paid little attention to the
source attribution and its norm that rarely affected their exam scores. Generally, exam
writing asks students to efficiently address a given topic, to organize and develop their
argument, and to demonstrate language facility and grammar knowledge within the time
restricted situation. Although test takers should support their argument based on
evidence, their task did not or could not entail source use from reading materials.
Therefore, when taking writing courses as the passage for studying abroad or gaining
socioeconomic capital, students were unlikely to develop their personal investment in
understanding appropriate source use and acknowledgement which seemed to be a
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secondary or third issue in the academic context. This is why Dr. Min assented to my
suggestion ambiguously when I talked about the need for teaching about textual
borrowing like the below.
Eunsook: Students can be taught about citation practices or forms.
Students have more difficulty understanding its concept. So
don’t you think that they need certain education to get familiar
with such a concept?
Dr. Min: They need it! (Smiling)
Eunsook: (Smiling)
Dr. Min: (Smiling) They need it, they need it, [but]…
Eunsook: 근데, 그런 영작문 시간에 어 만약에 이런 citation practice 라던가
폼을 가르쳐 줄 수 도 있고, 사실 폼 보다는 학생들이 concept 을
얻는 것이 더 힘든 것 같아요. 폼이야 뭐 그걸 그대로 따라서 할 수
있을 지 모르지만, 왜 citation 이 필요하고 뭐 그런 어떤 concept 을
얻는 것들, 그런 것들에 대해 교육이 필요하다고 생각지는
않으세요?
Dr. Min: 필요하죠! (웃음)
Eunsook: (웃음)
Dr. Min: (웃음) 필요한데, 그게, 음 필요한 부분인데…

(Interview, 8/10/2004)
Thus, although students got exposed to the notion of textual borrowing in the
composition courses, they seemed to regard following citation conventions as an exotic,
unnecessary suggestion, introduced as part of the manual of English academic writing. It
made source use just a concept, not a standard, rule, or regulation that they needed to
abide by. In fact, such perception must be stimulated since source use would not be
enforced to complete assignments in other content classes or fulfill graduation
requirements.
To conclude the textual borrowing practice in Korea, it is certain that both professors and
students at the undergraduate level were not very sensitive to its notion and
documentation, not regarding it as an academic violation in both subject and writing
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courses. At the graduate level, although professors made efforts to prohibit inappropriate
source use and some students followed the citation conventions, most students were not
sensitive to Western notions and conventions in terms of why and how to use source
materials. In examining why textual borrowing was not an important academic concept
the content analysis guided by the ideological model of literacy revealed that the
practices were closely intertwined with Korean cultural values, culture of learning, and
educational practices such as the conservation of traditions, reproduction of knowledge
and skills, and the orientation of linguistic accuracy and pragmatism. Differently from
counterpart students in America, thus, those in Korea would not be reminded of Western
norms of textual borrowing nor penalized by their professors even if they were found to
borrow texts inappropriately.
In this vein, I claim that students’ textual borrowing in Korean academic
circumstances did not derive from the intentions to steal others’ intellectual property, to
deceive the readers, or to get inappropriate credits. Rather, it was an implicit tool which
permitted them to keep their cultural beliefs and educational practices when they
maintained value systems, acquired knowledge, and produced texts. In fact, professors
and students might need to examine their educational tradition with a critical, skeptical
attitude, by speculating different perspectives and evaluating competing notions and
practices of textual borrowing. Nonetheless, it was also true that they did not have to
take a risk adopting Western conventions in their academic context. It was because by
doing so they were likely to violate their own cultural norms and academic practices.
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CHAPTER 5
FACULTY EXPECTATIONS AT UB TESOL
In this chapter, the second research question will be answered: What are the
faculty expectations for textual borrowing in the Master’s program of the Korean
graduate students in the US? The investigation of the faculty expectations enabled me to
comprehend the notions and actions of textual borrowing promoted and required within
the context of the Comps preparation at UB TESOL. Moreover, it established grounds
for understanding to what extent the participants’ perceptions and practices of source use
were similar to the expectations.
In order to investigate the faculty expectations for textual borrowing, I analyzed
the data set: (a) an interview with one faculty member, (b) the observation of a Master’s
meeting, and (c) written texts including a cover page of the Comps packet and the other
faculty member’s email messages. To do so, as I did to answer the first research
question, I used content analysis which involved coding the written form of the data and
arranging and developing code families and diagrams.
The Summary of the Content Analysis
After going through the process of developing and revising codes and code
families within the set of data, I came up with eight code families: Informants/Other
Faculty, L1 Cultures of Learning, UB TESOL Culture of Learning, History, Goals,
Objectives, Comps Answers, and Textual Borrowing. When examining links among the
code families, first, I found that the informants’ expectations for Comps answers were
closely related to the goals and objectives of the Comps. With regard to the rationales for
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the exams, they emphasized becoming informed professionals and independent
professionals as final goals; with regard to the Comps preparation and answers, they
provided guidelines and made suggestions for the students to achieve accurate and
comprehensive understandings and individual voice.
Second, I noticed that the faculty informants’ expectations for source use were
directly connected to the objectives. The connections enabled me to understand the
purposes of textual borrowing—textual objectives that the Comps-takers were expected
to achieve in using reading sources. Related to their views on the purposes of textual
borrowing, the faculty members accounted for textual functions and strategies and
promoted and restricted particular ways and types of using sources. In doing so, they
also demystified the rumor that three sources needed to be used for each question.
To make the connections clear, I developed a networking diagram (see Figure 5-1).
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Figure 5-1. Faculty Expectations for Textual Borrowing at UB TESOL
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Third, it was noticed that their expectations for textual borrowing were related to
the ecology of the TESOL program which involved former faculty members, student
populations and their cultural and educational backgrounds, and unique contextual factors
and dominant literacy practices in the program. In this regard, it should be noted that
situated literacies provided me with a theoretical lens through which I not only examined
how emergent themes and patterns were linked to each other, but also comprehended that
the faculty expectations were purposeful, situated, and historical.
So far, I have offered a brief discussion on the result of the content analysis. In
the following section, I will explore the faculty expectations for textual borrowing by
providing relevant data which were indicated by the code and code families. In doing so,
I will begin with their expectations for the goals and objectives of the Comps by focusing
on the first level in the figure. Next, I will discuss the expectations for textual borrowing
related to the first purpose—accurate and comprehensive understanding—and then those
related to the second—individual voice—by focusing on the middle level and lower level
categories in the figure. Last, I will account for an emergent issue of textual borrowing in
the situation of the Comps.
Goals and Objectives of the Comps
Both Dr. Anderson and Dr. Warren supposed that students could become
qualified professionals in the field in the process of the exam preparation. At the
Master’s meeting, Dr. Anderson mentioned that she and Dr. Curtis, a former coordinator,
had discussed whether they would continue the exam or not and they “decided to keep
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doing it” (Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004). They considered it beneficial in that it promoted
students’ academic and professional growth.
The intellectual and professional developments were articulated like the following
when Dr. Warren talked about the rationale of the Comps.
Um, well, the rationale is for students to have the opportunity to
independently synthesize that material and to demonstrate that they
understand enough to think critically about it, and to become participants
in the TESOL field by situating themselves with regard to, you know, the
various segments of, trying to think of a right word, the various, you know,
the aspects of TESOL, SLA, you know, curricular, teaching writing,
whatever! (Interview, 12/04/2004)
The quote suggests that Dr. Warren thought that through Comps preparation, students
could gain an in-depth understanding of the literature and the field so that they could see
connections among all topics, issues, or arguments that had seemed to be irrelevant
before. Students could also adopt a critical voice by which they appreciated or opposed
arguments proposed in the literature, and made applications to their actual or perspective
teaching context. In this way, they could “find a connection between what [they]’ve
learned and what and how to teach” as the professor mentioned along with her
expectation that “It is how [they] should leave the graduate program” (Fieldnotes,
09/15/2004).
Moreover, the expected academic and professional growth was addressed as goals
of the Comps in Dr. Anderson’s email message that was distributed to most of the
Comps-takers, particularly to all of my participants. When replying to a non-Korean
examinee Linda’s question about source use, the professor stated, “We want to see
informed and independent professionals” (Written text, 09/02/2004). Students thus were
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expected to become informed professionals with a good command and a substantial
picture of the profession.
When looking at the professors’ rationale for the Comps at the meeting and at the
interview and Dr. Anderson’s email text, I noted that in order for students to achieve the
ultimate goals, they were expected to fulfill the objectives: achieving a sufficient
understanding of chosen topic areas and developing their voice persuasively. Here, I
point out that both of the objectives had to be accomplished in order for students to reach
the goals, because comprehension could not promise them to become independent
professionals; likewise, voice could not assure them of becoming informed professionals.
In addition, it was important and imperative for students to demonstrate their fulfillment
of the objectives in the Comps situation because on the basis of their demonstration, the
professors evaluated their qualifications for the Master’s degree in the program.
It is important to notice that the faculty expectations for the goals and objectives
of the Comps were closely intertwined with those for students’ textual borrowing. While
I account for why the two objectives were important and how these were operationalized
in Comps answers, I will discuss how their expectations for textual borrowing were
presented and elaborated. In the following section, I will discuss the faculty expectations
for understanding and voicing in general and how these were related to their expectations
for textual borrowing practices at UB TESOL.
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Understanding and Textual Borrowing
Accurate Understanding and Comprehensive Understanding
Although Dr. Anderson and Dr. Warren emphasized voice frequently, they
expected students to understand the content areas primarily and employ it as a
springboard to make their own arguments, especially in Section II, III, IV and V of the
exam. In particular, students were demanded to demonstrate both accurate and
comprehensive understanding of facts, concepts, topics, and issues covered in core
courses in the program and chosen by Comps-takers.
The expectation for the first type of understanding entailed correctness in Comps
answers. This was revealed when Dr. Anderson responded to Linda’s question about
how Comps answers would be graded. The professor mentioned that they were “rated as
strong pass, weak pass and fail, and generally people who fail to answer two or more
questions or answer them incorrectly [emphasis added] do fail the exam” (Written text,
11/01/2004). Although the distinction between strong pass and weak pass was based on
student voice that I will discuss in the next section, the quote showed that correctness was
a basic element which decided whether Comps-takers would pass the exam or not.
The expectation was well-presented when Dr. Anderson gave feedback on
students’ prewritten essays via electronic messages. If answers revealed that students
misunderstood chosen topics/issues, she pointed this out in her email messages and
helped them to go back to readings for adequate understanding. For instance, Eunkyo
sent an essay in which she attempted to write about language variation. However, when
it turned out that she had a discussion on the influence of ESL students’ L1, the professor
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commented that it would be “qualified as incorrect [emphasis added] because [she does]
not appear to understand what language variation is and address transfer instead”
(Written text, 11/26/2004). In the same line, when Eunkyo still failed to demonstrate she
had a good grasp of the topic in the second draft of the same topic, Dr. Anderson gave
feedback on accuracy of the information saying that she did “not get a feeling that
[Eunkyo understood] the concept of language variation” (Written text, 11/26/2004).
Dr. Warren confirmed that correctness of the information was principally counted
when having the interview with me about how to evaluate answers and why two students
from the non-Korean group failed.
Dr. Warren: The second student [who failed the exam] was also, um, the
answers were incredibly vague, very little reference to
literature. Um, there are also some inaccuracies [emphasis
added].
Eunsook: In terms of information?
Dr. Warren: Yeah, yeah! That made me really wonder how much the
student understood the content in a couple of different areas,
and that, that’s a big deal [emphasis added]. You know, that
tells me that, well, the student really needs some more time to
study the content. It wasn’t just a writing problem. I am, you
know, confident but it wasn’t that, um, the time constraint of
the exam situation. (Interview, 12/04/2004)
Within the exam situation, it was important that the students demonstrate precise
understanding of the information; therefore, when the professors found inaccuracies in a
certain number of students’ exam responses, they would fail them and require that they
go back to the literature and understand their topics more thoroughly.
In regard to accurate understanding, it should be noted that correctness did not
imply solely factual knowledge of chosen concepts, topics or issues but also included an
accurate understanding of Comps questions as well. As revealed in Dr. Anderson’ quote
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earlier, answering incorrectly also meant the possibility that students were not headed in
the right direction, i.e., by writing an essay about the rationale of L1 use in an L2
classroom in response to the question of its implications. In this vein, Dr. Warren
underlined at the Master’s meeting that students should stick to essay questions
(Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004); when having a face-to-face conference, she also explained to
Eunkyo what the essay questions asked for (Interview, 11/26/2004). Thus, it was
noticeable that the professors expected an accurate understanding not only of content
areas but also of questions because students’ content knowledge needed to be
demonstrated based on exam questions.
In addition to an accurate understanding, students were expected to display a
comprehensive understanding of the information. By comprehensive understanding, I
mean students’ ability to identify and grasp the significance of chosen topics in TESOL,
major researchers and issues related to the topics, and connections among
similar/different perspectives and arguments within the topic areas. In effect,
comprehensive understanding could be attained and demonstrated based on accurate
content knowledge and it became the ground for unique and thoughtful voice in
answering Comps questions.
At the Master’s meeting, Dr. Anderson emphasized that no matter how a course
was taught, there were important concepts and topics that students should be familiar
with and understand, e.g., “critical period hypothesis (CPH) in second language
acquisition (SLA)” (Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004). She also mentioned that students should
“know what are the main issues there, who said what and what are your responses”
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(Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004). The above quotes explicitly exhibited her expectation for
comprehensive understanding.
In fact, her efforts which helped students achieve the objective were also observed
when she commented on students’ prewritten essays. Asking Sunny a couple of questions
and making a suggestion that she “think about the importance of age, race and gender”
related to L2 user’s language right, Dr. Anderson helped her stretch her thoughts and
explore how the language ideology would be connected to each of the topics discussed in
class and in the literature. The professor also suggested that Hanju, who revealed
accurate understanding of the question, “consider the notion of negative versus positive
transfer” in order for her to expand her understanding of the heated debate regarding the
topic. In the same line, according to Eunkyo, Dr. Warren told her to reflect on how
reasons for intentional plagiarism would be related to ESL students’ cultural background
and guided her to better understand the literature on culture read in class (Interview,
11/26/2004).
As illustrated in the guidelines given at the Master’s meeting and the comments
on the prewritten answers, the professors not only showed their expectations for
comprehensive understanding but also helped students achieve the capability of
combining various topics, arguments, and teaching applications to put forward their own
arguments. In this way, the faculty informants assisted the Comps-takers to being aware
of the rationale of the Comps that Dr. Warren mentioned earlier: “the rationale is for
students to have the opportunity to independently synthesize that material and to
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demonstrate that they understand enough to think critically about it” (Interview,
12/04/2004).
Understanding and the Purpose of Textual Borrowing
The objective of the Comps entailed students’ textual borrowing when they
depended on the literature for understanding and reproduced it for demonstration of
comprehension. In other words, it was mandatory for the students to use source materials
so as to achieve and display their accurate and comprehensive understanding. The
requirement of source use was clearly shown in the Comps document. With regard to the
proper exam preparation, the document said, “It is expected that students will be able to
refer to relevant research in their answers” (Written text, 09/22/2004). Besides, most of
the questions in the Comps packet manifested the importance of source use. One of the
questions follows as an example.
Lightbown and Spada (1999) [emphasis added] write that “the relationship
between a learner’s age and his or her potential for success in second
language acquisition is the subject of much lively debate.” What is the
relationship between age and ultimate achievement in second language
learning? In your answer please refer to specific studies [emphasis added]
and examples.
Except for the identification section, this was one of the typical questions across all
sections of the Comps packet. In order to demonstrate its focus, the question itself starts
with a reading source like Lightbown and Spada (1999) and ends requiring students’ use
of references. Although there were many questions which asked students to focus more
on teaching implications, most of them did still ask students to refer to source materials.
At the Master’s meeting, the requirement of textual borrowing was also presented
along with its purpose. As seen in the quote below, Dr. Anderson said that Comps-takers
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were required to use source materials. In addition, prohibiting students to use web
sources, she pointed out the significance of using highly qualified sources and referring to
experts in their topic areas.
Sources! We have a problem with no sources and references. We can’t
see your academic knowledge to get a Master’s degree. Some students
came to me and said, a researcher says so and so. It’s not appropriate.
You need to refer to specific researchers and studies. Refer to the journals
like TESOL Quarterly. Do not use research studies from web sources.
Use trustworthy journals and use experts in specific areas such as Michael
Long, Cook. You need to know who they are and what they do.
(Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004)
In addition to the requirement, she highlighted one of the purposes of textual borrowing
that students had to fulfill. She pointed out that students were expected to display their
understanding of particular topics, scholars, and research studies.
In relation to this particular purpose of source use, however, the faculty prohibited
students from including massive, general information in their answers. This rule was put
in action because if students comprehended chosen topics thoroughly, they should have
been able to select only the relevant information, arguments, and perspectives from the
literature. In this sense, including a big chunk of information from reading sources was
regarded as a consequence of students’ lack of comprehensive understanding. Thus,
when giving feedback on Eunju’s answer about ideological perspectives, Dr. Anderson
mentioned that “it should also probably be shortened” (Interview, 11/08/2004).
Moreover, on Eunkyo’s answer about the importance of intonation and its teaching
implication, the professor commented that the essay was “qualified as weak” since “it
contains too much extra information” (Written text, 11/26/2004). This is what the
professor pointed out when she commented on other prewritten answers sent
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electronically by most of the participants. Similarly, Dr. Warren suggested that Eunkyo
cross out the general information on the genre approach in her introduction. Thus, in
their Comps answers, students were required to use sources selectively; in this way, they
could demonstrate their deeper understanding of the literature.
Another purpose of source use was noticeable in Dr. Anderson’s email messages
distributed to most of the Comps-takers by Linda. When responding to Linda’s concern
about memorizing exact dates of cited sources, the professor mentioned that “the precise
date is significantly less of an issue,” “[n]o one has failed or passed the Comps because
of particular dates,” and “the somewhat mistaken will not sway the grade” (Written text,
09/02/2004). In the email message, she clarified that mechanical errors in citation were
not too critical to fail the exam and receive a lower grade. Rather, she stipulated that the
faculty would expect students to have not only capability of indicating “if the relevant
work was published in 1970s, 1980s or a year ago” but also “the overall ability to reflect”
(Written text, 09/02/2004). With students’ actual use of sources and references, the
professor wanted to witness students’ appropriate reference to academic trends and
different topics and issues in the profession, thus demonstrating their ability to be
informed practitioners.
Voice and Textual Borrowing
Individual Voice
Along with understanding, voice was the essential academic objective that
students were expected to establish and achieve when preparing for the Comps. Among
different notions across the literature of TESOL/L2 writing, voice was used in this
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research context to refer to individualistic opinions. The content analysis shows that the
faculty members emphasized this particular academic objective across different data
sources and throughout the research period.
The Master’s meeting was the first official gathering in which the faculty
members delivered their expectations for individual voice as an important objective.
At 3:50, Dr. Anderson came in the room... She started the meeting
making an announcement about the ESL certificate program and said
that Dr. Warren would be late since she was meeting with the Dean.
After the announcement, she provided general information about the
structure of the Comps, application procedures, Comps packet, etc.
Right after talking about her discussion with Dr. Curtis, at around 3:55,
she said, “We are looking for your voice….Write your own answers….
Regarding voice, answer the questions in your teaching situations and
based on your academic learning….Around when Dr. Anderson gave an
example, Dr. Warren came in around 4:05.
“Distinguish your answers with your examples based on your
teaching/learning history…You are not to recite the sources,” she
said….Before Dr. Warren left for her class, at 4:50, she asked whether
the students had a question. Everybody was silent and Dr. Anderson
broke the silence saying, “Again, it’s not for penalizing you. It’s
helping you develop your own voice.”
(Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004)
Right after giving information of the nature and procedure of the Comps, Dr. Anderson
provided the rationale for the exams. Related to the rationale, she shifted the discussion
to the objectives of the exam, especially to individual voice by mentioning that the
faculty members were looking for the Comps-takers’ opinions. In addition, as seen at the
end of the fieldnotes above, she wrapped up the Master’s meeting saying, “Again, it’s not
for penalizing you. It’s helping you develop your own voice.” She initiated and finished
the major discussions at the meeting by addressing individual voice; in doing so, she
revealed her expectation for the objective of the exams.
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Although Dr. Warren did not use the term voice, she underscored that it was
important to write essays in which they incorporate their own opinions. She came to the
Master’s meeting when Dr. Anderson talked about how to present individual voice.
Related to the topic discussed at that time, Dr. Warren asked the students to “[d]istinguish
[their] answers” and “not to recite the sources.” In this way, she also showed
individualized answers with their own opinions were expected in the context of the
Comps.
The expectation for individual voice was also captured when Dr. Anderson
commented on students’ prewritten essays via email. In regard to Eunju’s essay in which
she listed different perspectives on literacy education, Dr. Anderson pointed out that “the
literacy answer could benefit from more personal insights and examples (which you use
nicely in the L1 discussion)” (Written text, 10/07/2004). In addition, regarding the
answers in which students revealed their positions and opinions as well as understanding,
she guided them to sharpen their voice with specific cases and examples related to their
unique social, cultural, and linguistic backgrounds. This was noticeable in Dr.
Anderson’s comment on Hanju’s essays on L2 user standard, and goals, and principles of
teaching pronunciation.
I have now read your answers closely and found them excellent—they
address the questions comprehensively and offer your personal opinion on
the issues. In the first answer below, I would want you to also think about
who could be the Korean role models for the learners. In the second, I
would like you to add specific examples of the critical errors made by
Korean learners of English. (Written text, 10/21/2004)
In the same way, Dr. Anderson emphasized voice when giving feedback on other answers
sent by Eunju and Hanju and on those by other participants.
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At the interview after the Comps, Dr. Warren also emphasized students’
presentation of their own arguments and opinions. The following quote is about her
account for her evaluation standard and three students’ high pass.
Somebody passing the Comps with distinction demonstrates that they have
superior understanding of the field, … they’re critical with every aspect of
the exam… [Regarding Eunju’s answer], you know, when I think about
her exam, she really was, again, she had a personal stance.”
(Interview, 12/13/2004)
According to Dr. Warren, Dr. Anderson suggested passing Eunju with distinction when
they had a discussion on the Comps answers. Initially, Eunju was not in Dr. Warren’s
list, but when taking a close look at her evaluation notes, she confirmed that the answers
were qualified for high pass. She commented on “almost every section, like this is very
good, this is superior” (Interview, 12/13/2004) because Eunju’s personal position and
argument were well-presented and developed based on comprehensive understanding of
chosen topics and thorough speculations of implications in her actual language
teaching/learning contexts.
It should be noted that along with individual voice, the faculty members also
emphasized textual strategies to guide the Comps-takers to achieve the academic
objective. When Dr. Anderson asked them to “write [their] own answers” at the Master’s
meeting, Micah, an American male student, asked how to make his answers distinctive.
He said, “[w]e read the same articles doing coursework, so maybe we have built similar
arguments” (Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004). In response to his curiosity, the professor first
acknowledged that students’ argument and even their “words and sentences” might be
similar when they answered the same essay questions. Then, she suggested that they
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make their answers distinctive “with different supports from [their] own teaching and
learning experience” (Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004). She seemed to mean that because all of
them had unique experiences, their supports from the experience for the same argument
could make their essays distinctive.
In terms of the textual strategy, as seen in the fieldnotes of the Master’s meeting
earlier, the professors both asked students to draw on their teaching/learning experiences.
Dr. Anderson proposed, “Regarding voice, [they] answer the questions in [their] teaching
situations and based on [their] academic learning” and Dr. Warren suggested that they
“[d]istinguish [their] answers with [their] examples based on [their] teaching/learning
history.” Whether the Comps-takers were aware of their intention at the beginning of the
exam preparation, the professors highlighted this strategy not solely for the students to
make their essays distinctive but also to expand their understanding of readings and
establish and develop their voice. In other words, by relating topics of choice and
readings to their past, current, or prospective language teaching and learning, the students
could situate themselves in particular contexts of language education, evaluate proposed
ideas and arguments critically, and generate their own opinions and implications. Going
through the process, they became independent experts who were able to profess
individualized professional views and opinions and express their distinctive and welldeveloped voice in the profession.
Individual Voice and the Purpose of Textual Borrowing
It is noteworthy that the faculty expectations for voice were intertwined with
those for students’ textual borrowing practices within the particular context of the Comps
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preparation. At the Master’s meeting, Dr. Anderson warned that the Comps-takers who
produced similar answers and thus showed lack of individual voice could not pass the
exam.
If we find similarity from two students, both will fail. It happened last year.
Unfortunately all were Korean students. It doesn’t say much. We don’t
want group answers, exactly the same answer [emphasis added]. Write
your own answers and don’t rely on the essays circulating among you
[emphasis added]. We’ll look at whether they are the same or not first,
before reading the essays. (Fieldnotes, 9/15/2004)
While explaining her expectation for individual voice, she mentioned an incident in
which some Korean examinees’ answers were too similar to pass the exam. Making a
suggestion for the Comps-takers to avoid producing similar answers, she said to them,
“don’t rely on the essays circulating among them.” By doing so, she revealed that the
similar answers resulted from students’ dependence on sample essays which were
circulated in the program. In addition, she let my participants as well as other exam
takers know that producing similar, group answers and using ready-made essays were
considered unacceptable. Through her use of the first person plural pronoun we, she
seemed to emphasize that the faculty members shared the views on the unacceptable
source use.
It was noticeable that the faculty members, both former and current at UB TESOL,
were aware that some students relied on ready-made sample answers, Chok’bo, as source
materials. In Chapter 4, I defined Chok’bo as an extensive collection of materials
prepared by advanced students as a guideline for exams and written assignments, and I
showed it was one of the textual borrowing practices in Korea. Like Mr. Wright in the
TESOL certificate program in Korea, the faculty at UB TESOL also noticed that Chok’bo
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was created, circulated, and utilized among students in their program. As a reaction to
this, they strongly proscribed students’ dependence on the source materials and endorsed
that the literature had to be the primary sources that students had to start with and refer to
when preparing Comps answers. This is because they were also conscious that extensive
use of Chok’bo prevented students from creating their own answers and thus from
presenting their individual voice.
Their awareness and expectation were shown through the Comps packet as well
as at the Master’s meeting. On the front page of the Comps packet, there was a note
typed in boldface font, which was followed by a capitalized subheading.
NOTE:
It has come to our notice that in the past students have attempted to
prepare for the Comprehensive Examination using ready-made notes,
which have been circulating around UB TESOL students. We would
like to emphasize that this does not constitute adequate preparation.
It is necessary to undertake your own wide reading on your chosen
topic areas and to make your own notes. It is expected that students
will be able to refer to relevant research in their answers.
(Written text, 09/22/2004)
With regard to the history of this note, it was not created by the professors who
provided the packet to the Comps-takers and would evaluate their answers. When I
traced down the history of the statement, it turned out that Dr. Smith, a former
coordinator of the program, created it when he taught in another TESOL program in
Japan, which had a large mixed body of Japanese and English-speaking students. Since
he and his colleagues were sure that ready-made answers were circulating among
students in the program in Japan, they created the statement. Having been the Director of
UB TESOL, he also included it in the Comps packet, wishing “to warn students off using
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these [answers]” (Email exchange, 07/11/2007). In response to my question about the
group(s) of target students, he implied that it depended on the ecology of the program in a
particular situation, saying that “everything has a context” (Written text, 07/11/2007).
By including the statement in the Comps packet given to my participants and
other Comps-takers, significantly, the current faculty members displayed their awareness
of students’ use of Chok’bo even though their stances differed regarding to what extent
students relied it on. In effect, some changes had occurred at UB TESOL after Dr. Smith
left in spring 1998. One of the most significant changes was that the program started to
have a new student population. As mentioned in Chapter 3, a number of Korean students
had been visible for several years, specifically between 1998 and 2004 since the program
started the first relationship with a university in Korea in fall 1998. The altered program
ecology was reflected when Dr. Anderson addressed the target students of the statement
included in the Comps packet.
My understanding is that the statement, at least when it originated from
myself and Dr. Curtis, targeted specifically Korean students. I am not
aware of any occasions when we suspected American students of using
ready-made notes or of memorizing particular answers.
(Email exchange, 07/17/2007)
After having evaluated Korean students’ Comps answers for several years and having
been aware of their dependence on Chok’bo, Dr. Anderson kept the note in the packet in
fall 2004.
In case of Dr. Warren, who recently started to evaluate Comps answers at that
time, she had barely noticed any specific case of students’ extensive using of ready-made
answers. Although she acknowledged that Section I might be exceptional in which
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students were supposed to define fifteen terms out of forty, she suspected that the
similarity resulted from another reason.
Eunsook:

What would you say to your students whose answers were
similar to others?
Dr. Warren: I, I personally have not, I think I encountered answers that
are very similar for the identification section. And I kind of I
let that go because it’s hard to, yeah, in a lot of the classes,
you know, we give them one definition and that’s the biggest
factor and that’s what three of them who took, you know,
my class get back to me on the exam, I can’t really, you
know, it’s like one or two sentences! I am not as worried
about that. Um, I’ve seen answers that are similar, um, but
not, I mean, those were similar than I’d like to see but not so
similar than I would not pass them.
(Interview, 12/04/2004)
As seen in the quote, she supposed that the similarity resulted from the impact of the
courses that students took. In all classes, students might be exposed to a different range
of theories, perspectives, arguments, and methods regarding language learning and
teaching. Nonetheless, due to the impact of chosen readings, professors’ stances, and
academic trends, students’ definitions might be led in the certain direction. As a
consequence, students’ answers became homogeneous. In addition, the section required
only one or two sentences to check whether students were familiar with the important
notions, approaches, and researchers in the field. Thus, when students’ answers met the
checking purpose and were not too identical, the similarity was not problematic.
With regard to the other sections in which both understanding and individual
voice needed to be presented, Dr. Warren stated that there was not any specific case
which reflected students’ use of Chok’bo. However, she heard that it had occurred: “Um,
I heard from Dr. Anderson and Dr. Curtis that some students did not pass because
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answers were too similar” (Interview, 12/04/2004). Based on the information, she said,
“I don’t know the extent to which students may be plagiarizing from each other, and I’m
guessing that it probably happens. I am guessing that students probably share answers
from semester to semester” (Interview, 12/04/2004).
Although the professors’ observations were not exactly identical, the statement
seemed to be included on purpose based on their agreement: Chok’bo use was
unacceptable textual borrowing at UB TESOL and thus students should not depend on
Chok’bo as ready-made repositories of positions, arguments, and supports as well as
knowledge. This was because the more they borrowed someone else’s ideas and words
from certain sources and presented them as their own in the Comps answers, the less
likely they would produce individual voice. Or the earlier and more students counted on
inappropriate sources, the fewer chances they had to establish and present their voice. In
other words, if students relied on the source materials, there was less possibility for them
to read and think through on chosen topics and to carry out voice in their answers and
become independent professionals as expected. Therefore, in order to highlight their
expectations for source use as well as awareness, they incorporated it on the front page of
the packet under the capitalized subheading.
So far, I have discussed how the faculty expectations for the goals and objectives
of the Comps were associated with those for textual borrowing at UB TESOL. In other
words, the professors expected the Comps-takers to achieve and demonstrate accurate
and comprehensive understanding and individual voice in the process of the exam
preparation and in their actual answers. Moreover, I have explored how the faculty
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expectation for each purpose regulated the examinees’ particular textual borrowing
practices. To evaluate the first objective, understanding, they demanded the examinees to
pull out core information from the literature according to chosen topics and exam
questions. In this respect, they prohibited the students from including general
information in their Comps essays. To appreciate the quality of preparation and
arguments in their answers, they also requested the students to adopt individual voice and
articulate it based on their personal language learning/teaching experiences or L1
sociocultural, linguistic and educational backgrounds. Due to their appreciation of
individual voice, use of Chok’bo was restricted, which the faculty members were already
aware of. In the situation of the Comps which required the exam-takers to borrow texts
purposefully and based on their language teaching/learning histories, the faculty
expectations were also situated, purposeful, and historical.
Emergent Textual Borrowing Practices
From the discussion, it was noticeable that the goals and objectives were
intertwined with the content level of textual borrowing than writing features. In effect, I
admit that every norm is situational and so is that of textual borrowing in every context.
In addition to the context, norms are changeable depending on tasks accomplished; so
even in the same context, the faculty expectations for textual borrowing in the Comps
situation might be different from those in class. The faculty restricted students’
borrowing of a chunk of information from the literature and their reliance of Chok’bo as
the major sources, but not their copy of exact wording for ideas and language. In other
words, the faculty rarely forbade students to patchwrite. As pointed out in the literature
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review, patchwriting, coined by Howard (1995), refers to the textual borrowing strategy
of writers at the developmental stage: they copied a limited number of words, expressions,
or sentences from the reading and incorporate them into their own sentences or passages.
Concerning the evaluative practice, it seemed to me that the faculty intended to revisit the
notion of patchwriting and their alternative pedagogical application was contextual.
Earlier, Micah asked a question about the possibility that the Comps-takers would
produce similar answers by establishing similar arguments based on the same readings
that they went through in class or in the preparation of the Comps. In response to his
question, Dr. Anderson said, “[Y]ou may use similar words, sentences, when answered a
question. It’s OK, but with different supports” (Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004). In fact, she
was aware of students’ patchwriting since “similar words and sentences” could be
observed when they borrowed a couple of words or phrases from readings and
incorporating them into their sentence structure or a few sentences into their writing
passages. Nonetheless, she rarely emphasized students’ different wording and writing
features such as summarizing and paraphrasing which could add uniqueness to their
answers. Instead, she suggested that they make their answers distinctive with evidence,
that is, with their unique autobiographic accounts of language experience and L1
backgrounds. In this respect, students’ similar wording that resulted from patchwriting
seemed to be the secondary issue in the context of the Comps and such patchwork might
not be penalized seriously.
With regard to particular type of textual borrowing, Dr. Warren showed similar
views not only at the Master’s meeting but also at the interview. Especially at the
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interview, she clarified that this evaluative practice was conditional and situational; it
depended on the extent to which students appropriated source materials and the particular
context in which the academic prose was produced and weighed up. In other words, even
though she was aware of students’ undesirable textual borrowing from the literature, she
also did not charge them based on the moral judgment because they did patchwrite and it
happened in the exam situation.
Dr. Warren: Um, but, I have seen patchwriting from the literature. I
haven’t seen large, large chunks of text. Better than
plagiarizing to the extent I feel like the answer shouldn’t pass,
but I, I have seen some patchwriting.
Eunsook: Is it acceptable to borrow language, I mean, expressions for
the exam situation?
Dr. Warren: Acceptable? I don’t, I don’t think it is a good thing but I
wouldn’t, I wouldn’t fail students for patchwriting on the
exam because like I said, I mean, my, um, I guess I just
gauged by how much of the answer as students, and how
much I see that has, that has come directly by Cook or
especially from Bonny Norton Peirce. Everybody patchwrites
Bonny Norton Peirce!
Eunsook: Right!
Dr. Warren: So you know, I have seen Barks and Watson and Pennycook.
I’ve seen them patchwritten but if the student’s using their
phrases or even sentences in the context of a good answer,
then that’s, you know, if it’d happen, it’s OK. If it were a
paper for a course, I will give the student feedback pointing it
out, you know, and let them know that is not a good thing.
(Interview, 12/04/2004)
Dr. Warren mentioned that although she found little evidence for students’
dependence of Chok’bo, especially in Section II, III, IV, and V, she had noticed that
students did patchwrite from the readings and this was not a good strategy. Regardless of
her awareness of and view on student’s patchwriting, she did not penalize them by failing
their answers. Technically, students did not appropriate a large enough amount of
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information to be charged with unacceptable textual borrowing. In considering a number
of topics the Comps-takers should cover and the capability of memorizing and
reproducing information for the exam, it was simply not doable and realistic for them to
copy a large sum of writing pieces. In addition, if their answers demonstrated their
understanding and individual voice, it was not seriously problematic to incorporate just a
couple of terms and sentences from the literature.
At the same time, the evaluation approach was likely to derive from their effort to
reconceptualize the notions of textual borrowing. As seen earlier, Dr. Warren said,
“Everybody patchwrites Bonny Norton Peirce!” (Interview, 12/04/2007). By this, she
seemed to mean that ideas and wording could be circulated and after being used
repeatedly, some of them became popular and thus everyone’s. Likewise, when writing
actual Comps answers, students were likely to reproduce words, phrases, or sentences
that they memorized or picked up in reading source materials and preparing prewritten
essays; consequently, it was acceptable for them to appropriate other’s words
unintentionally. In fact, it was similar to Pennycook’s (1996) empirical evidence with a
Chinese student who reproduced Martin Luther King’s wording that he had memorized
long times ago and who claimed that he did not plagiarize.
Nevertheless, Dr. Warren showed that the evaluation approach would not be
always identical within different contexts. She said, “If it were a paper for a course, I
will give the student feedback pointing it out, you know, and let them know that is not a
good thing.” Her account revealed that it was in the context of the exams in which she
would accept students’ patchwriting.
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I have discussed that patchwriting was a secondary issue for the professors related
to the extent to which students borrowed text and in the context of the exam which aimed
to evaluate students’ comprehension of the field and the quality of their voice. At the
Master’s meeting, both professors mentioned that they did not expect faultless essays
which would flow well and be well-structured and grammatically perfect. Dr. Warren
said repeatedly: “Don’t care about grammar and transitions” and “You should have one
point, but we don’t expect error free essays” (Fieldnotes, 09/15/2004). Dr. Anderson
showed her agreement saying, “Don’t worry about spelling, either” in response to Dr.
Warren’s comment, “Dr. Anderson and I do not care about your grammar” (Fieldnotes,
09/15/2004).
In essence, their expectations for students’ writing derived from their priority of
the goals of the Comps, comprehension of the academic task and focus on content rather
than grammar. Because of the same rationales, they did not expect writing skills such as
summarizing and paraphrasing for the Comps answers nor penalized students with
patchwriting based on the moral judgments. Thus, this might be the professors’
pedagogical application chosen intentionally in a certain academic situation. Therefore, I
argue that the faculty expectations for students’ textual borrowing were intertwined with
the ultimate goals and academic objectives of the Comps and contextual and historical
inspirations in the particular academic situation at UB TESOL.
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CHAPTER 6
STUDENTS’ INITIAL PERCEPTIONS AND PRACTICES
In Chapter 6, I will answer the third research question: What are the Korean
graduate students’ perceptions and practices of textual borrowing in the beginning phase
of the Comps preparation at UB TESOL? This part of the investigation was important
because it showed to what extent the participants’ initial understandings were congruent
with and divergent from the textual borrowing practices in Korea and the faculty
expectations at UB TESOL when they started the exam preparation. In this respect, the
analysis of students’ initial perceptions and practices provided me with insight into the
complex nature of their textual borrowing in terms of what different cultural and literacy
norms and conventions might be involved along with situated factors. Moreover, the
examination provided a strong foundation for understanding whether and how the Korean
students’ textual borrowing practices changed throughout their learning trajectories.
To investigate this research question, I examined a set of data sources collected in
the first phase. I analyzed the first week of the exam preparation before the Master’s
meeting for this initial phase because I began to notice certain changes immediately after
this meeting. The data set consisted of (a) observations of the first group study on
September 13th, (b) the first interviews conducted on September 13th, 14th, and 15th,
2004 with the individual participants, and (c) Eunju’s draft and three students’ handouts
that were the only available written texts from this time period. The first two data
sources were analyzed based on content analysis and the last data set based on textual
analysis.
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In the final stage of the analysis of these three data sets, the theoretical framework
of situated literacies led me to look at the newly found themes and configurations that
patterned the participants’ initial understandings of textual borrowing. Moreover, this
study’s premise of the impact of students’ history guided me to focus on their learning
experiences in Korea and any authentic incidents and occurrences at UB TESOL. Here it
should be noted that the potential importance of culture also allowed me to look for
similarities among my student participants who shared certain cultural and educational
backgrounds and associations between these students’ understandings and the faculty
expectations in Korea. Despite my reliance on the notion of culture, however, the
theoretical framework of the situated literacies guided me not to lose insight into
purposefulness and situatedness. More specifically, this framework enabled me to
scrutinize to what extent the student participants’ understandings of the goals and
objectivities of the Comps and their purposes of source use were aligned with those of the
faculty in the particular situation at UB TESOL. It was critical to understand these
alignments which were theorized here to be associated with the students’ success in this
particular situation of the Comps. In addition to the general norms and conventions of
textual borrowing, the student participants needed to be aware of the exam’s situated
factors because such factors enabled the students not only to grasp particular purposes
and functions of source use, but also to facilitate the achievement of the goals and
objectives within the context of the Comps preparation.
As in Chapters 4 and 5, I will start with a brief outline of the content analysis and
then provide networking diagrams. Whereas I had provided only one diagram in each of
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the chapters to show how the main themes and patterns were connected in the respective
research contexts, I will present two in this chapter to illustrate two divergent
understandings of textual borrowing among the Korean students in the beginning phase.
After the outline of the content analysis, I will provide an in-depth discussion on the
different perceptions and practices based on both content analysis and text analysis.
The Summary of the Content Analysis
From the content analysis, I came up with 13 code families:
Participants/Information Channels, L1 Culture of Learning, HKU & MJU, UB TESOL
Culture of Learning, Informed Professionals, Independent Professionals, Understanding,
Argument, Comps Answers, Concerns, Non-nativeness, Negotiation, and Textual
Borrowing. When examining the student participants’ accounts, I noted that the direct
routes (i.e., the Master’s meeting, Comps documents, email exchanges, and faculty
feedback) enabled them to grasp the faculty expectations not only for the goals and
objectives of the exams, but also for textual borrowing. The participants also shaped
their perceptions and practices of source use in the situated academic setting by relying
on indirect, reflective, and historical information that they gained interacting with former
exam takers and reflecting on their own first-year learning experience as graduate
students in the L2 context.
With regard to the cultures of learning, the participants’ opinions and observations
were similar in a couple of ways. In particular, their accounts of their writing experience
and their own textual borrowing practices in Korea were consistent. Moreover, these
reflections and beliefs were aligned with the Korean faculty’s accounts of textual
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borrowing in the country of Korea. All participants said that they rarely cited reading
sources in their undergraduate programs and in the TESOL certificate programs at HKU
and MJU in their country. Sumin additionally said that although she was taught how to
cite at HKU TESOL, failure to use citations was not a problem. All of the participants
were also familiar with Chok’bo and they were aware that this information was
circulating amidst them.
By contrast, most participants’ initial understandings were different from the
faculty expectations for the goals and objectives of the Comps. Except for Sunny, all of
the participants were not conscious of the goal (i.e., to become independent
professionals); they did not pay attention to the objective (i.e., to develop and present
their argument) nor to the function of textual borrowing (i.e. to support their opinions).
Rather, as I noticed with the code Understanding in the code family of Textual
Borrowing, their perceptions and practices were strongly related to only one part of the
Comps objectives: accurate understanding. That is, most of them borrowed sources to
fulfill only the purpose of providing and demonstrating accurate understanding. It was
far clearer when Understanding was paired up with the code Argument. Whereas Sunny
stated twice that she was supposed to use sources to develop and support her argument,
although Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju, and Sumin mentioned the term argument once
respectively, they thought that argument was required only for course papers, not for the
Comps. With regard to the supporting function of textual borrowing, the only occurrence
related to Sunny’s remark showed that most of the participants paid little attention to the
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function that enhanced their individual voice. Their initial understandings thus were not
aligned with Sunny’s nor with the faculty expectations.
In regard to the initial perceptions on textual borrowing, it should be noted that
despite her keen awareness of the faculty’s expectations, Sunny along with Eunkyo had
difficulty in accepting the prevailing views in U.S. academic settings. Sunny stated that
although academic writers in the settings were educated to raise their individual voice
and provide citations, they ultimately relied on someone else’s ideas and words as people
did back in her country. Eunkyo thought that a source would prove its prominence if
many readers became aware of the original without citation.
As shown, the overview of the content analysis has provided a broad picture about
the participants’ initial understanding of source use. However, as Strauss and Corbin
(1998) suggest, I examined the networking diagrams seen in Figure 6-1 and 6-2 to gain
insight into the connections among the codes. Before turning to in-depth analyses of the
Korean students’ initial understandings, I will outline the patterns that the figures
illustrate, and provide a brief view on the complex and dynamic nature of source use.
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Figure 6-1. Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju, and Sumin’s Initial Understandings

Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju and Sumin’s initial perceptions and practices of textual
borrowing were more connected to their L1 literacy practices than were the UB TESOL
faculty’s expectations for the Comps. As they did in their home country, students
attempted to prepare the exam answers only in terms of comprehension. In this respect,
Argument is not connected to Comps in the figure. Similarly, although they mentioned
that they would paraphrase, quote, and cite sources in writing Comps answers,
summarizing and copying were the only textual techniques that they employed in the
initial phase.
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Figure 6-2. Sunny’s initial understandings

Figure 6-2 revealed that Sunny’s understandings were aligned with both L1
cultures of learning and the norms and values in the situated L2 context. Her perception
of the first purpose of source use was associated not only with literacy practices in L1,
but also with her grasp of the faculty expectations for the Comps essay. As seen in the
figure, the code Argument connected with Textual Borrowing and Comps reveals her
perception of the textual purpose. For Sunny, references which were used to show
understanding became resources from which she could develop her own arguments on
chosen topics. Moreover, she proposed that it would be a critical task to incorporate and
support her arguments by paraphrasing readings, and in this way she could prepare
Comps answers as expected by the faculty.
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With regard to the patterns, the participants were split into two groups that
exhibited important differences about their understandings of textual borrowing. Eunju,
Eunkyo, Hanju and Sumin suggested that references needed to be used for an accurate
understanding of topics chosen and discussed. In contrast, Sunny insisted that she needed
to use sources to develop and show her argument as well as her understanding. The
initial understandings reveal the complexities of textual borrowing in that these students’
understandings were related to their literacy practices in their home county and UB
TESOL. In addition, the factor of understanding also demonstrates the dynamics of
source use. The participants’ understandings were not always congruent but sometimes
distinctive when they exhibited their awareness of and concern with source use. We
observed the difference when the students carried out and talked about the functions and
techniques of textual borrowing as they understood them intellectually.
In the following section, I will show the two different understandings presented in
the initial phase in detail. With regard to the findings of the first group, I will use
analyses of the data from Eunju as the main example and those from Eunkyo, Hanju, and
Sumin as supplementary. In this way, I preserve the integrity of the findings and avoid
repetition. The analysis of observational and spoken data suggested by the CAQDA as
emergent and interesting pieces will require both English and Korean transcripts if these
data are reexamined in depth. It is important to show the students’ L1 use since their
language use was based here on the L1 in which they made utterances and tried to
communicate meaning in Korean. Otherwise, I will provide only English transcripts.
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With regard to the written data, I analyzed Eunju’s partial draft and her handout
prepared for the first group meeting. I examined her draft because it was the only
available written text; I analyzed her handout because I found similarities regarding
source use in Eunkyo’s and Hanju’s handouts and thus I did not want to repeat similar
findings. When analyzing the texts and comparing them with other texts produced later
by Eunju and her group members, I noticed that the written materials revealed the
students’ initial perceptions along with their meanings; it is important to note that these
findings might not have been captured with the analyses of observational and interview
data.
Textual Borrowing and Understanding
For Acquiring and Providing Accurate Understanding
The data analyses of my fieldnotes of the group study and relevant spoken and
written data show in group meetings Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju used reading materials to
acquire and provide accurate understandings of concepts, research findings and
arguments on topics to be discussed in the group meeting. When borrowing reading
sources, they, as participants, strove to acquire precise information of the presented
topics; they, as presenters, tried to provide precise information by explaining terms and
details related to the topics.
Their group discussions were full of questions and explanations through which
they attained or demonstrated their understandings of reading materials. This seemed
appropriate in the beginning phase of exam preparation. However, it is necessary to
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examine the initial mode of their textual borrowing in depth, especially when we consider
Sunny’s understandings were different from others in this group of the participants.
Two days before the Master’s meeting, the study participants gathered for the first
group study. Sumin and Sunny, who felt that they were not ready for the Comps, came
from International Student Office (ISO) where they had checked to see if they could
postpone the exam to the next semester, spring 2005. Except for Sumin, who kept silent
throughout the meeting, all four participants demonstrated what they perceived engaging
in the group discussions as seen in the fieldnotes and the relevant transcript of the spoken
data below.
Right after Sumin and Sunny who had been to ISO entered the study room
at 1:30, Eunkyo started her presentation by reading aloud the question
prompt. 6 She, who already asked me to bring reference books about dual
competence, said, “According to the author in the article, multicompetence
uses L2 user standard such as Gandhi…” Eunkyo was interrupted by
Hanju and Eunju who asked her to repeat the definition. When responding
to them, she started with the other term, dual competence. Before she
moved back to the term, multicompetence, she asked Sumin and Sunny
whether they would take the Comps this fall. Sunny responded that they
wouldn’t have any other choice, and said sorry not for preparing a handout
for the group study. Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju said it was OK unless
Sumin and Sunny would join in the study group and they also added that
they “just copied readings” for their handout. [Looking at their handout, I
got to know that it was said just as a way to express their sympathy. Their
handouts weren’t just something copied. For example, Eunju made a list
of important definitions and points from two articles about crosslinguistic
language transfer in her three-page handout. This was very thorough so
that they could understand the main concepts and issues with easy.]
(Fieldnotes, 09/13/04)

6

What are the differences between the dual competence and the multicompetence
models (Cook, 1992, 1999)? Between L2 learner and L2 user (Cook, 1999, 2002)? How
do they inform research and teaching?
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Hanju: Well, is it multicompetence? Can you explain it once again?
Eunju: What? What is multi, multi?
Hanju: Multicompetence!
Eunju: What is multicompetence? And what is dual competence? Can
you explain what they are?
Eunkyo: When Cook refers to monolinguals in his 1992 and 1999 articles,
dual competence emphasizes the native speaker model for each
of the languages the learner learns. Scholars who believe this
argue that we need to teach based on the native speaker model.
(Turning to Sumin and Sunny) Have you decided taking the
Comps this semester?
Eunju: Wait! I don’t think I understand that. Who said that? What year?
Hanju: Look at the prompt. There are three articles here that he
published in 1992, 1999, and 2002. (Looking at Eunkyo) What is
multicompetence then? Which article is better to understand the
terms? (Spoken data from Group study 1, 9/13/04)
As seen in the fieldnotes and the corresponding spoken data, Hanju and Eunju
tried to understand the notions of two terms such as multicompetence and dual
competence. This was very important for their ability to respond to the first question in
the prompt, and also to understand the topic to answer the following questions. They
asked Eunkyo to explain it once again. Since it was a new topic not covered in their
coursework, Eunju could not even pronounce the word as seen in her line “What is multi,
multi?” When Eunkyo accounted for the concept of dual competence, in addition, Eunju
doubted that she understood its meaning and wanted to know the very reading sources
that she could refer to for a more precise understanding. Hanju, who seemed a bit more
familiar with the topic, also looked for references to better understand the terms in
question.
Eunkyo, who was presenting on the topic, tried to precisely explain the concepts.
When explaining the first term as seen in the observational data and the second term in
the spoken data, she referred both to the reading materials saying, “According to the
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author in the article” and “When Cook refers to monolinguals in his 1992 and 1999
articles.” It was her job to inform her group members of the reading sources and
summarize the main point of the readings. In doing so, the summary of readings was in
accordance with what Dr. Min mentioned in Chapter 4 because this is a thorough list of
the authors’ points written in their language. From the Western perspective of textual
borrowing, she was incapable of paraphrasing and summarizing the reading materials.
However, she intentionally borrowed the texts for her own purpose. She was supposed to
supply other group members with what researchers wrote and argued on the topic, not
how she understood and responded to their arguments.
The analysis of their handouts also demonstrates that when acting as presenters,
participants attempted to provide detailed information about particular concepts, facts,
topics and issues using source materials. In doing so, they adopted copying as one of
their techniques of textual borrowing. When responding to Sunny who apologized for
her lack of preparation, Eunju stated that her handout was filled with chunks of
information, copied verbatim from the articles she read. When presenting the topic later,
she also said, “I almost copied the articles” (Fieldnotes, 09/13/04). Eunkyo and Hanju
also stated that they copied main points of the text articles word for word.
From their statements, I noticed that although they were already familiar with the
notions of textual borrowing and regarded it as cheating prohibited in the L2 academic
context. They repeatedly articulated this point of view both at the first interviews and the
first group meeting. They all demonstrated their awareness and perception of textual
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borrowing (see Table 6-3) related to their experience during their academic semesters as I
discussed earlier.
Although the participants’ remarks might reflect the impact of their L1 literacy
practice and their negative perception of textual borrowing, the analysis of their handouts
also reveals that by copying source materials, as presenters they fulfilled their rhetorical
purpose. Figure 6-3 illustrates the first part of Eunju’s three-page handout that she
created for her presentation topic. She attempted to follow the American Psychological
Association (APA) terms of documentation that she had become familiar with while
writing course papers. The handout starts with a citation of one of the main readings.
Under the citation, a secondary source was documented, in which two terms such as
transfer and crosslinguistic influence were defined. Interestingly, the definitions were
quoted, and so were all the statements except headings in her handout.

Pavlenko, A. (2000). L2 Influence on L1 in Late Bilingualism. Applied
Linguistics 7
According to Kellerman and Sharwood Smith (1986):
• transfer: “processes that lead to the incorporation of elements of
one language into another” (p. 76)
• crosslinguistic influence: “transfer as well as any other kind of effect
one language may have on the other” (p. 76)

Figure 6-3. An Excerpt from Eunju’s handout for the first group study

7

Its full citation is as follows: Pavlenko, A. (2000). L2 influence on L1 in late bilingualism.
Issues in Applied Linguistics, 11, 2, 175-205.
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Such textual features as citations, secondary sources, and quotes might be utilized
for Eunju to demonstrate that she was aware of the notion and convention of textual
borrowing and did not violate them. Regardless of the possibility that she intended to
convey the hidden meaning, nonetheless, she seemed to adopt these features to fulfill the
textual purpose—providing precise information on terminology, research findings, and
the primary author’s arguments in the area of language transfer. To accomplish this
purpose, Eunju attempted to delimit her engagement in the process of defining the terms
and borrowed quotes from the original article. By doing so, she not only placed herself in
a safe position from inadequate paraphrasing but also increased her group members’
understanding of the topic.
Eunkyo showed the identical perception in terms of the functions of textual
borrowing. When Eunju mentioned that she copied readings for her handout, Eunkyo, as
well as Hanju, admitted that she did the same thing in preparing hers for the group study.
At the end of her presentation, she repeated again how she created her handout and why it
was important to copy reading sources as follows.
Just in case, I want to tell you this once again! When preparing the
handout, I use the author’s arguments and language exactly, I did not use
my own words blindly. This is because I quoted for you [group members]
to see these [to understand the main points] as they are, and because I
made an outline to show the gist, I don’t think that it is appropriate to
paraphrase in my own words.
근데 만약의 경우를 대비해서 한번 더 얘기를 하는 건데요, 지금 같은
경우는, 아예 요약을 할 때 저자의 말을 그대로 하거든요, 제 말을 막
바꾸려고 하는 게 아니라. 근데 그거는 여러분, 여러분이 읽으면서 그
논문의 그, 그거를 그대로 볼 수 있도록 따왔고, 또 이제 흐름을 볼 수
있도록, 뼈대를 골라 놓은 거니까 그거를 이제 자기 말로 바꿔야 되는 것을
무리일 거라고 생각해요.

(Spoken data from Group study 1, 9/13/04)
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As seen in the above excerpt, after the reminder, “Just in case, I want to tell you
this once again!” Eunkyo said that she copied readings as exactly as possible so the other
group members understood major arguments and points. She described her method for
preparing handouts and her rationale to copy sources so as to prevent her group members
from plagiarizing. If the others in the group copied her handout they would be guilty of
textual borrowing of the published readings that Eunkyo relied on as main source
materials. This demonstrated her awareness that the Comps takers should not copy
researcher’s ideas and words without giving credit even in the exam situation.
Along with her views on textual borrowing, Eunkyo’s statements also revealed
her understanding of rhetorical purpose of source use. She said, “I use the author’s
arguments and language exactly, not use my own words blindly.” In paying close
attention to her use of adverbs such as exactly and blindly, I noticed that borrowing text
verbatim was one of the essential qualities for her to delimit her inappropriate,
unnecessary involvement and to create an informative handout for group members. In
addition, she showed her understanding that copying was a technique of textual
borrowing, by repeatedly emphasizing the significance of copying texts verbatim as seen
in her last line, “I quoted for you [group members] to see these [to understand the main
points] as they are.”
Although she rarely mentioned the textual borrowing as Eunju and Eunkyo did,
Hanju also stated that her handout was full of language and ideas identical to the readings.
In fact, her handout was not much different from Eunju’s and Eunkyo’s. In analyzing her
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handout, I assured her that she borrowed text for the same textual function, employing the
identical technique of source use.
For Validating and Demonstrating Understanding
The analyses of the interview and written data from Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju and
Sumin showed that they planned to use and used references for a particular textual
purpose: validating their understanding. It also revealed that this purpose was realized
along with particular functions of textual borrowing and by particular strategies and
techniques of textual borrowing. In other words, they demonstrated and proved their
understanding of topics by explaining concepts and issues in questions and by borrowing
the authority of the published work and making a list of references.
In the interview, Eunju told me that she tried to write a partial draft of the first
essay after the first group meeting and before the Master’s meeting. The topic was about
code-switching and first language use in L2 classroom. When I asked her to talk about
her writing process, she expressed her belief in the frequency of source use and its
necessity and reasons as follows.
Eunju:

Writing an essay after reading the articles, I was thinking like
this. I thought that even though I say one, only one sentence, I
should look for references by all means, I mean, if there is one
point, I should support it with references at any cost. So,
writing the short paragraph yesterday, all I did was just to state
that this person said this and that person said that.
Eunsook: Um, then why do you need [references], why do you think that
you need to use references like that?
Eunju:
The reason I use references like that is, if I say this, make a
certain point, who would believe it? So, I use them to support,
to say, “Look! Well-known people or scholars who have
authority [on a topic] claimed this.”
Eunju:

제가 그, 그 articles을 읽고 이거를 하면서 그런 생각을 했어요.
뭐 한마디, 내가 한마디만 문장을 하더라도, 꼭 reference를
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찾아서 이거를, 그니까 어떤 point가 하나 있으면 받드시
reference를 찾아서 그거를 뒷바침을 해 줘야 한다고 생각을
했거든요. 그래서 어제 제가 좀 쓴 부분은요, 다 누구는 이렇게
말했고, 누구는 이렇게 말했고 그런 거에요.
Eunsook: 어, 그러면 왜 필요할까요? 어, references를 왜 그렇게 써야
된다고 생각해요?
Eunju:
References 를 쓰는 이유는요, 내가 이렇다고 어떤 point 를
말하면 누가 믿어 줘요? 그러니까, 바쳐 주기위해서, “봐라!
유명한 사람이나 권위 있는 학자들이 이렇게 이야기 했다”고
말하기 위해서 쓰는 거잖아요. (Interview, 9/15/04)

As seen in the first lines, Eunju used the conjunction even though, the numeral
one three times, and the adverbials only, by all means, and at any cost in a sentence. In
particular, her use of one, emphasized by even though and modified by only, underlined
her perception that every single point should be backed up with source(s) in any case. In
addition, her use and combination of several syntactic elements justified that she filled
the draft with the information of who said what. In effect, she began the following
statement with the causal conjunction so and in this way, she qualified all she had done,
that is, referring all points to references.
When she assumed that she needed to rely heavily on reading sources, then, what
purpose(s) of textual borrowing did Eunju try to accomplish? In the first lines in the
above excerpt, she said, “if there is one point, I should support it with references at any
cost.” This statement was likely to mislead the reader that she would use source
materials to support her own position and claims. However, in relating the first lines to
the second ones and her first essay draft, I found out that her referencing was meant to
prove her understanding of the literature.
When responding to my question of the need for source use, Eunju posed a
rhetorical question, “if I say this, make a point, who would believe it?” She doubted that
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the faculty would consider her statements as valid. Consequently, she regarded
referencing as a solution to authorize what she wrote. In this case, she did not use
references to back up her own ideational positioning and arguments. Rather, borrowing
the authority from published studies, she fulfilled the textual purpose of proving the
legitimacy of her statements. Using a direct quote along with an exclamation of attention,
she said “Look! Well-known people or scholars who have authority said this.” In this
way, she claimed that using sources, especially borrowing authority, was the way to prove
her point.
What did she mean when she repeatedly said in the first and second lines that she
tried to support her point with references? In connecting the interview data to her partial
draft below, I found out that by a “point” she meant her understanding of a definition, a
finding, or an argument from a scholarly source. I also noticed by “support” she meant to
prove her understanding to be accurate and comprehensive and demonstrate her
familiarity with multiple reading sources. With her rhetorical deployment of reading
materials, importantly, this textual purpose was achieved in her written text.

[1] 8 Code-switching refers to “the systematic alternating use of two
languages or language varieties within a single conversation or
utterance” (Li, 2000). [2] It shows that bilinguals access both L1 and L2
simultaneously, not as two separate systems (Cook, 2001). [3] Being a
unique feature of L2 users, code-switching serves as one of common
rationales for L1 use in the language classroom in recent literatures of
the field (Cook 2001, Blyth 1995, Kramsch 1995). [4] However, the role
of L1 use in L2 classroom is still under debate. (9/15/04)
Figure 6-4. Excerpt from Eunju’s first draft of the first essay
8

Numbers in the brackets are not in the original text, but mine. Except for the numbers,
the rest of the text is exactly same with the original.
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The topic that Eunju had chosen for her first essay was code-switching and L1 use in the
L2 classroom. To prepare the question, she was expected to refer to the same literature
that Eunkyo relied on to answer the question of multicompetence and dual competence
even though the focus inquires differed.
As shown in Figure 6-4, Eunju’s draft includes four sentences, each of which was
a point, written to achieve her rhetorical purposes. She started the essay by defining
code-switching, the main concept of the topic discussed. In the second sentence, she
expanded the first one by relating the concept to a characteristic of bilingual language
use; in the third, she expanded the meaning of the former sentence by connecting to a
subtopic, L1 use in the L2 class. In the last sentence, she responded to the essay prompt 9
and gave a signal about what she would discuss by highlighting the subtopic as an issue
debatable in the field.
While writing the draft according to the rhetorical purposes, significantly, Eunju
provided reference(s) for each point to be confirmed valid except the last one in which
the essay prompt played a role as an implied reference. In the first sentence, where she
demonstrated her understanding of code-switching as the first point, she quoted the
definition and provided a non-integral citation at the end. Borrowing the authority from
the published work as she mentioned in the second lines of the interview excerpt and as
she did when preparing the first handout, she tried to verify her understanding. In
particular, by using a direct quote she attempted to demonstrate an accurate

9

In your opinion, do code switching and first language use have a place in the second
language classroom? Present a well-supported argument for your position.
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understanding while delimiting her written voice and situating herself in a safe place free
from inappropriate paraphrasing.
Eunju’s purpose of textual borrowing in the following sentences was similar to
that in the first one. Even though the first author Li (2000) also addressed the points that
Eunju wrote about in her second and third sentences, she cited different references—the
major sources that she depended on. By making a list of references, she might want to
give examples for recent literatures of the field and demonstrated her broad readings on
the topic. However, in relying on her remark that she should support even one point, that
is, her understanding, I can conclude that by providing multiple reading sources, she
attempted to demonstrate that her grasp of the scholarly points was as legitimate as that
of several researchers who addressed the connection between code-switching and L1 use.
With regard to the textual borrowing, the perceptions of Eunkyo, Hanju, and
Sumin were indistinguishable from those of Eunju at the initial phase. As shown in Table
6-3 regarding the code family Textual Borrowing, they also did not consider supporting
their argument as a possible textual purpose. Rather, they paid more attention to
borrowing text to demonstrate their understandings of chosen topics and confirm that
those were legitimate no matter what subtopics they talked about in the interviews.
Eunkyo: This is a comprehensive, so-called comprehensive test. Since
the academic trend here requires showing how much you
understand research, you have to read other people’s writings.
Since this is the nature of the exam, you should refer to sources.
If I write about my own experience or my argument, it would be
a research paper or a literature review written during the
coursework. Anyway, since showing understanding is a
requirement of the exam, you don’t have any other choice.
Eunsook: So, do you think that [source use] is very important?
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Eunkyo: Yes, it is very important for me to show what other people said,
especially whether I understand that, and how much I
understand that.
Eunsook: I see!
(Interview, 09/ 14/04)
Eunsook: You haven’t prepared any answer yet, but can you tell me
about your plan [of how to write it]?
Hanju:
Um, I will show that this person says this and writes about such
things in the person’ article.
Eunsook: Then, what is the role of such referencing?
Hanju:
What they [the researchers] said will be the basic for me to
understand the topics that I chose. I mean, writing about what
they said seems to play a role to support that I exactly
understand the topic.
(Interview, 9/14/04)
Eunsook: What are you confident with?
Sumin:
I’m confident with nothing, I’m confident with memorization.
I’ll be good at memorizing who said what in what year.
Eunsook: Then, do you think that it is important to refer to who said what
in what year when you prepare for the Comps?
Sumin:
Yes, good writing pieces should be supported by references. I
can support what I know. That’s why it is important.
(Interview, 9/13 /04)
When Eunkyo related source use to the nature of the exam, when Hanju talked about her
plan of how to write Comps essays, and when Sumin showed her confidence with
memorization, they all revealed that referencing was to show their accurate and/or
comprehensive understandings of chosen topics. Moreover, Hanju and Sumin’s use of
support and supported in the excerpt conveyed a similar intention to Eunju’s.
Referencing was used to legitimate how they understood and what they wrote.
Different from the faculty expectation, Eunkyo like Eunju exhibited the belief that
her individual voice should be restricted in the Comps answers. As seen in the above
excerpt, to show how she perceived objectives of Comps writing, she compared the
Comps essays with research papers and literature reviews she wrote while doing
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coursework. In doing so, she indicated an awareness of the value and need for
incorporating her arguments and examples; however, she presupposed that the individual
voice was desirable when writing course papers, not Comps essays. The perception of
Hanju and Sumin was identical, especially when they reflected on their experience with
writing research papers. According to them, not only were they required to incorporate
their own thoughts and arguments in response to their findings but they also felt that they
had authority to do so. However, both of them believed the requirements for Comps
essays and research papers were different. Sumin stated that they had to write “certainly
expected right answers which should be supported by references and citations” (Interview,
9/13/04) for the Comps so that they had to limit their own argument and personal
examples.
Textual Borrowing and Individual Voices
For Enhancing Understanding and Developing Argument
The analyses of the observational and relevant spoken data show that in Phase 1,
Sunny borrowed reading sources to enhance her understandings of concepts and research
findings and developed her arguments on topics discussed for the group meeting. She was
unable to prepare for the first group meeting and thus could not bring a handout as she
had gone with Sumin to OIS to postpone the Comps. However, she actively participated
in the group discussion after each presentation made by Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju.
While all of the three spent most of the group discussion asking and answering questions
to assure accurate understanding, Sunny showed a different pattern. Whenever she spoke,
she showed interest in arguments from readings, and related to and commented on them
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as seen in the following excerpts from my fieldnotes and the transcript of their relevant
utterances.
After talking about how they prepared their handouts, Eunkyo moved back
to the topic. Actually, she was supposed to explain multicompetence, but
she talked a bit about dual competence. She said she had a hard time to
figure out its notion since the definition was in the readings in the prompt.
Then, she showed a copy of an article marked in orange color highlighter
all over the place and explained what multicompetence related to the
norms of L2 user and L2 learner. Eunju and Hanju asked a couple of
questions about the norms and so did Sumin who was relatively less
engaged in the group discussion. Sunny elaborated on presenter’s points
and commented on what researchers claimed by giving another example.
(Fieldnotes, 09/13/04)
Eunkyo: The difference between L2 learner or L2 user? If you use the
L2 in your daily life, especially to communicate focusing on
meaning, then you’re an L2 user. No matter how your English
is poor! But, you’re an L2 learner if you speak French through
drills.
Sunny: If I speak with an American friend even in EFL, I’m an L2 user,
not L2 learner!
Eunkyo: Yes, you’re an L2 user. Or if a businessman speaks English
when working as a broker, that’s L2 user.
Sunny: Then, the model is very positive to (L2) students! Even though
they are sometimes frustrated, they still become confident. But
I’m sad in a way, since it sounds like I can never achieve native
proficiency. (Spoken data from Group study 1, 09/13/04)
Responding to her group members who wanted precise information as I
mentioned again in the fieldnotes, Eunkyo explained Cook’s notion of multicompetence
in association with that of an L2 user. After Eunkyo’s summary, Sunny who had been
quiet during the discussion, gave a contextualized example saying, “If I speak with an
American friend in EFL, I’m an L2 user, not L2 learner.” Rather than just trying to
understand the researcher’s argument like her group members, she related the concept to
her own situation of L2 use. In other words, she developed the textual strategy by
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speculating about important terms or arguments in the reading based on her own
experience. In so doing, she fulfilled the textual purpose of increasing her understanding
and more importantly, she could reveal her individual voice as expected by the faculty.
After she accelerated her understanding of the topic and confirmed that she was
on the right track with Eunkyo’s response, Sunny commented on the notion of L2 user
saying, “[T]he model is very positive to L2 students.” She continued that it must be
encouraging to L2 users who might be frustrated in learning L2 and communicating with
it. By using the third person plural pronoun they, she tried to detach herself from the
target group and gave an impression that she evaluated the academic concept without
prejudice. However, Sunny did not finish her statement by talking about the optimistic
view on L2 user standard. Relating the concept to her L2 learning again, she said, “I’m
sad in a way, since it sounds like I can never achieve native proficiency.” She adopted
the textual strategy of making a connection between the reading and her own language
learning experience and goal whereas the other participants borrowed authority from
published readings. In doing so, she realized the textual purpose of developing her own
argument presented in her own voice.
Throughout the group study, Sunny participated in the discussions in this way.
Providing contextualized examples in relation to arguments in readings, she increased her
understanding; making a connection between the readings and her English language
learning experiences, she examined topics and implications and developed her arguments
in her L2 learning/teaching context. Critically, this was the way how she borrowed the
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reading materials when generating, deploying, and presenting her distinctive and
insightful individual voice.
The analysis of the interview data also showed that Sunny intended to use sources
for the textual purposes of demonstrating what she learned and argued and for the goal of
becoming an informed professional. She planned to employ the identical strategy of
textual borrowing that she showed at the group meeting and a function of textual
borrowing that other group members mentioned in the interviews to accomplish these
goals. In other words, through source use, she planned to ponder main arguments in her
language learning/teaching context and to support her arguments within the process.
Whereas four Korean students partially understood the textual purposes that the
professors expected at UB TESOL, Sunny seemed thoroughly aware of their expectations.
For her, it was critical both to produce accurate information acquired from readings and
to articulate her comprehensive understanding and arguments based on her experience.
In the interview, Sunny talked about her unintentional textual borrowing in writing a
literature review in Dr. Warren’s class. When I asked her if she regarded it as an
important point, she revealed her perception on textual borrowing which was aligned
with her practice at the group meeting.
Eunsook: Then, do you think that you need to pay attention to that aspect
[textual borrowing]? What do you think?
Sunny: Well, what I’m thinking is, I mean, it doesn’t result from
obsession about plagiarism, but the questions, what the question
asks [us to do] isn’t just to write scholars argue so and so,
right? [The professors] seem to want to know, what I have
learned comprehensively and what I want to argue, conclusively.
That’s what the professors want to know through the Comps,
that is, how my experience is related to my understanding and
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argument appropriately and if I learn something, how to support
it well.
Eunsook: 근데, Comp에서도 그 부분에 대해서 신경을 써야지 된다고
Sunny:

생각해요, 뭐 어떻게 생각 해요?
그니까 제가 생각을 하는 건요, 그니까, 신경, plagiarism에 대한,
그런 거에 대한 강박관념은 아닌데, 문제에 해당하는, 그러니까
문제가 알고자 하는 게, 다른 학자들이 이렇게, 이렇게 주장했다
뭐 이런 것들을 알고 싶어 하는 건 아니잖아요? 그런 것들을
종합적으로 나는 그거를 통해서 무엇을 배웠냐, 결론적으로 나는
무엇을 주장하냐 그것을 알고 싶어 하는 것 같아요. Comp에서는,
선생님들이 알고 싶어 하시는 게, 그런 것들을 경험하고 잘
적절하게 연결했느냐, 내가 뭘 배웠는데, 어떤 식으로 잘 support
하느냐. 그 부분에 대해서써야겠지요.

(Interview, 9/13/04)
Sunny believed that her professors expected her to present her knowledge and
arguments on topics that she studied rather than merely making a list of references.
When she talked about her perception of faculty expectations, she repeatedly used
adverbs such as comprehensively and conclusively. She emphasized that it was crucial to
demonstrate her comprehensive understanding. Along with her awareness of the textual
purposes, Sunny acknowledged that her experience had to be incorporated appropriately
and well into the readings and her argument needed to be supported by the source
materials. Notably, she believed that her informed and critical individual voice had to be
incorporated when both demonstrating understanding and presenting argument using
source materials. In this way, her perception matched literacy practices in Korean and
the faculty expectations for the Comps at UB TESOL.
So far, I have discussed the Korean graduate students’ perceptions and practices
of textual borrowing by examining the purposes, functions, strategies, and techniques that
they used in the initial phase of the Comps preparation. In the very beginning, cultural
factors from their L1 backgrounds demonstrated more of an impact than what the UB
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TESOL faculty expected. In other words, when reflecting on their textual borrowing
practices in their school years in Korea, the accounts of all five participants were
congruent with those of the faculty in their country, especially regarding lack of writing
experience, ignorance of citing sources, and prevalence of Chok’bo use. When writing
academic papers and exam answers, no one seemed to struggle with the notions of textual
borrowing that were prevalent in U.S. academic contexts. In this regard, I noted that the
participants seemed to hold a shared understanding of source use with those who came
from the same country in which particular cultural traditions and educational practices
were valued and emphasized.
Most of the participants demonstrated this reliance on L1 culture of learning when
I investigated the purposes of source use of Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju, and Sumin. The
analysis of the observational and written data revealed that the first group of the
participants, especially Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju, utilized sources to acquire and
provide accurate information of concepts and topics discussed in the first group study.
Analyzing the interview and text data, I also found that Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju and Sumin
did so to legitimatize and demonstrate their understanding. When they attempted to
achieve their textual purposes, the function of source use was to explain source readings,
the technique was copying, and the strategy was borrowing authority from published
materials. Thus they achieved a rudimentary level of understanding of the textual
purposes and precise understanding of concepts and topics.
All of the features of textual borrowing were identical to those that Dr. Min and
Dr. Yun believed were related to literacy practices and knowledge construction in Korea.
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These features were also consistent with those that my participants admitted as common
textual borrowing practices in their educational contexts in Korea. In contrast, their
textual borrowing was different from what the UB TESOL faculty expected.
Sunny was the one who understood the faculty expectations. She employed and
reshaped reading sources to improve her content knowledge and to develop and support
her argument. In doing so, she also attempted to make connections between readings and
contextualized examples that she might encounter personally. Her purposes and
strategies of textual borrowing were likely to help her achieve a comprehensive
understanding and develop her individual voice.
Based on the findings which implied the complex and dynamic nature of the
participants’ source use, I argue that this discrepancy between the four participants and
Sunny seemed to result from how they understood the academic notion of argument and
the purpose of the Comps. In fact, all participants stated that they used references to
present their own argument when writing course papers in their L2 academic context.
However, Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju, and Sumin could not extend their understanding of the
critical academic concept at UB TESOL nor utilize their writing experience that they
gained from participating in the past literacy event. Instead, they regarded the
demonstration of their precise understanding as the primary objective of the Comps and
thus borrowed reading sources only for comprehension in the situation of the exam
preparation. By contrast, Sunny’ grasp of individual voice that had been developed
historically doing coursework enabled her to better understand the textual purposes and
functions even when she participated in a different literacy event.
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CHAPTER 7
CHANGES OF STUDENTS’ UNDERSTANDING
OF TEXTUAL BORROWING AT UB TESOL
In this chapter, I will explore the last research question: How do the participants’
perceptions and practices of textual borrowing change throughout the time period of their
Comps preparation at UB TESOL? It is important to examine the transitions of their
perceptions and practices because the investigation will allow us to have a good grasp of
their learning trajectories at UB TESOL. During the process of preparing the Comps and
figuring out faculty expectations, the participants confronted difficulties and conflicts.
They also had to make constant decisions about whether they would change their own
values and practices and to what degree those would have to be aligned with the norms
and conventions in the L2 academic context. This investigation will examine and report
on the process of their changes in detail. An examination of the students’ own texts upon
which they were to be evaluated will allow us to observe how their perceptions
influenced their written responses in the Comps.
To examine the transitions of the participants’ understandings, I used the
following data: (a) 28 tutoring sessions held at the Writing Center between September
20th and November 2nd, (b) the observational data from six group study meetings held
between September 20th and October 25th and from irregular interactions with the
participants, (c) the second interviews conducted with each of them on November 8th, 9th,
15th, and 26th according to their availability, and (d) 100 drafts and revisions collected
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from the tutoring sessions at the University Writing Center or after the Comps and also
40 actual Comps answers which consisted of five sets of eight essays.
Presenting the findings phase by phase from Phases 2 to 6, I will also discuss the
complicated, versatile, and dynamic nature of textual borrowing. With regard to the
phases, I excluded from the entire research period Phase 1 in which the participants
demonstrated their initial understanding. Then, I divided the rest into five phases after
examining individual participants’ transitional processes and comparing and contrasting
their patterns in each week. The patterns in the phases were in accordance with the week
by week changes from Week 2 to Week 5. The patterns in the last phase are aligned with
those in the last three weeks.
The premise of situated literacies is based on the view that literacy practices are
patterned by social institutions, historical inspirations, situatedness, and purposefulness,
as I discussed in Chapter 6. These aspects constantly guided me when I looked at the
final results of the content analysis and text analysis in this chapter. The theoretical
framework also emphasizes the changing nature of literacy practices while new ones are
learned, combined, and mixed together with the older ones. In this respect, this analysis
allowed me to investigate how my participants’ textual borrowing was changing during
the time that they engaged in the Comps preparation and was shaping their understanding
of source use throughout their learning trajectories.
Similarly to the discussion on the initial understanding, I will offer the overview
of the content analysis. In dong so, I will focus the discussion on the codes of Textual
Borrowing because the participants’ textual features and their dependence on L1 and L2
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literacy norms were not headed in the same direction but rather complicated. In addition,
when summarizing the findings of the content analysis, I will also discuss the
participants’ use of Chok’bo. Despite its emergence in the previous chapters, the student
participants’ use of sample essays was not as critical an issue as the textual features that I
focus on in this chapter. After the outline of the content analysis, I will provide three
networking diagrams with regard to the divergent patterns. The diagrams will be
examined to understand the connections among different codes. By doing so, I will
provide the succinct but comprehensive picture of the participants’ understandings of
textual borrowing throughout their learning trajectories.
In the next section, based on all four types of data, I will discuss the participants’
changes by concentrating on textual borrowing in five phases, Phase 2 to Phase 6. It is
important to note that all five participants did not attend all tutoring sessions and group
study meetings. For instance, whereas Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju rarely missed the
sessions and meetings, Sumin did not show up at the Writing Center during the last two
weeks and attended only one group meeting in which essay sections were covered.
Nonetheless, I was still able to determine certain patterns with written texts from sessions,
meetings and/or irregular interactions in each phase of the research period.
In the last section of this chapter, I will discuss the results of the text analysis of
the participants’ actual Comps essays. I also investigated citation methods, functions of
textual borrowing, and the connection between them to better understand the nature of the
participants’ source use in the written texts. By presenting the technical aspects in their
academic prose, I not only will provide insights into the reasons why they relied on
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reading sources and copied references, but I also will speculate on the complexities and
dynamics of their textual borrowing.
The Summary of the Content Analysis
As a result of developing and revising the code system about the set of data, I
came up with 15 code families: Participants/Information Channels, L1 Culture of
Learning, HKU & MJU, UB TESOL Culture of Learning, Informed Professionals,
Independent Professionals, Understanding, Individual Voice, Comps Answers, Concerns,
Non-nativeness, Writing, Group Studies, Changes and Textual Borrowing. In analyzing
the observational, writing center and interview data collected in Phases 2 to 6, I started
with the same code families in Phase 1. However, I came up with more code categories
such as Group Studies, Writing, and Changes to include newly emergent themes, issues,
and patterns.
A critical examination of the final code families confirmed that textual borrowing
was widely mentioned, presented, and practiced in the research context. The Korean
students’ discussion of textual borrowing was a topic of conversation when they
discussed readings during six group study meetings and when I held three to eight
tutoring sessions with each of them for six weeks. Additionally, at the second interview,
the participants showed constant attention to the issue of textual borrowing. The
importance of this issue was highlighted when I looked at the code families such as
Participants/Information Channels and Comps Answers in reference to the codes of
Textual Borrowing. Moreover, when examining the whole code system to look for
patterns, I noticed that the participants’ remarks and presentations on understanding and
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individual voice increased considerably and they came to recognize the faculty
expectations for textual borrowing in relation to the academic objectives and purposes of
source use.
The textual function, Support, was observed in the fourth and fifth group studies
more often than in the others. During these two group meetings, the participants, except
Sunny who did not attend, had in-depth conversations on topics of choice, especially
about L1 use in the ESL classroom and genre analysis. While they had used readings
only to gain and provide accurate information in the beginning stage, they did make a
connection among different readings and support their positions and arguments in the
later stage. Especially in the tutoring sessions, they mentioned the term support when
talking about how to achieve the textual purpose of individual voice as well as in their
use of textual techniques. In the interviews, the identical textual function was
emphasized.
It was interesting that Sunny who had presented her understanding of faculty
expectation for support never addressed the textual function in the interview. I had a
hunch from the tutoring sessions that her meaning of support seemed the same as that of
other participants. However, it was not triangulated since she was absent from the two
group meetings mentioned above. In effect, this allowed me to figure out what aspects I
had to focus on in analyzing the participants’ actual Comps essays.
In the process of Comps preparation, the participants’ techniques of source use
turned out to be complicated. It was my speculation that they were less likely to depend
on copying and patchwriting. However, the techniques were observed throughout the
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research period. Copying was the technique that I observed explicitly from the group
meeting 2 to 7. As discussed with Eunju’s handout for the first group study, their
handouts consisted of copied terms, definitions, and arguments from reading sources and
they also copied references and Chok’bo when preparing Section I in the last group
meeting. The code from the tutoring sessions at the Writing Center also describes Eunju
and Hanju’s initial attempt to copy readings to achieve an academic tone as well as
Sunny’s confusion about how to incorporate personal language learning experience with
references in the process of writing essays.
Patchwriting referred to the textual technique that Sunny used in relation to her
L1 literacy practices. When she wrote exam answers in the L1 context, she admitted that
she was good at rearranging words, phrases and sentences borrowed from textbooks or
lectures. During tutoring sessions at the Writing Center, I noticed that she did patchwrite
several phrases and sentences in her essay answers. This was easily noticeable because
borrowed words stood out in contrast to less fluent phrases and paragraphs. For instance,
she borrowed a term with a modifying adjective such as sophisticated textual borrowing
along with its definition. However, this did not fit into the rest of the paragraph since she
did not understand the author’s real meaning of the phrase. When I made a suggestion
for fixing the gap between her meanings and borrowed texts, she regarded my comment
as a moral judgment of her inappropriate source use.
With regard to the other techniques, when presenting at the first group meeting in
the beginning stage, the participants were prone to read handouts which were filled with
authors’ arguments and words. However, in the process of the Comps preparation, they
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retold and reformulated researchers’ arguments and presented their opinions by
paraphrasing, summarizing, and citing reading sources. In the interviews after the Comps,
they talked about the techniques in relation to their achievement of both of the textual
purposes: demonstrating their understanding and representing themselves as critical
experts.
As for the code Chok’bo, its density was observed in the last group study meeting.
In fact, the participants’ use of this particular type of reference became an emergent issue
at the meeting when they were supposed to work on identifications for Section I. Before
sharing materials and ideas, Sunny asked me a question: “Is there any person who
prepared the Comps with Chok’bo?” Before I could answer, she began talking about a
phone conversation with her Korean friend Yuna who recently finished another MA
TESOL program in the United States:
I talked about my Comps preparation with my friend over the phone. She
didn’t go to UB... With curiosity, she asked me, “Why are you struggling
so much? Everyone passes the Comps, right? And isn’t there Chok’bo in
your program?” When I told her that we didn’t have any, she said people
in her program had prepared the Comps with Chok’bo memorizing [the
ready-made notes created for the same type of exams]. (And Sunny added
that her friend passed the Comps with distinction.) (Fieldnotes, 10/25/04)
As seen in the quote, Yuna suggested that Sunny should use Chok’bo, make
minor corrections, and memorize them thoroughly. The Comps in Yuna’s program
seemed to be only a rite of passage to get a Master’s degree that was allowed to be passed
even when relying on Chok’bo for exam preparation. Without additional information, we
cannot understand the full function of Chok’bo in Yuna’s program and whether the use of
Chok’bo was a shared practice that was negotiated and approved by group members.
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However, this quote caught my attention and reminded me of Mr. Wright’s complaint
about his student’s creation of online Chok’bo as shown in Chapter 4 and the faculty’s
prohibition of the practice at UB TESOL in Chapter 5.
Creating and using Chok’bo is perhaps one of the cultural practices that Korean
students bring with them across the boundaries of different literacy practices. The
participants did openly use Chok’bo for Section I. At the last group study meeting, they
showed that they relied on it for identifications since they believed that they were going
to be tested on a straightforward knowledge of particular concepts, researchers, issues
and trends in the field. However, they were unlikely to depend on this particular type of
reference when preparing for the Comps essays. Chok’bo use was rarely a significant,
observable issue while they prepared essays in Sections II to V. They might hide their
use of Chok’bo when preparing essays that required evidence of their individual voice
since they knew that the faculty prevented them from using sample essays. However, as I
show in a later section, the student participants attempted to develop their individual
voice rather than to depend on source material while reconstructing their understanding
of textual borrowing.
Memorization the occurrences of which were frequently observed toward the last
stage of the exam preparation was added to take account of the participants’ extended
understanding of source use. Related to the topic of textual borrowing, Pennycook (1994,
1996) argues that although memorization is a learning tool in L2 students’ home cultures,
it has been accused of being a means for inappropriate source use when the students
employed the same learning strategy in L2 context. My participants adopted the strategy
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to prepare better essay answers and thus get higher grades. In fact, memorization was not
an issue in the middle process of the Comps preparation, but it was in the last phase,
especially when the student participants discussed how effectively and efficiently they
would be able to demonstrate comprehensiveness and thoroughness of their readings. In
interviews after the Comps, Eunju, Hanju and Sunny were relatively confident with their
answers and said that they managed to memorize all identifications and essay answers.
In contrast, the other examinees Eunkyo and Sumin mentioned that their answers were
not concrete enough since they could not memorize or reproduce a portion of their
prepared answers. In this respect, memorization among the Korean students was a tool
that allowed them to demonstrate what they knew and how hard they studied.
When analyzing the data, I looked at 261 quotes codified under the name of
Textual Borrowing. In doing so, I concentrated more on the quotes regarding textual
techniques, strategies, functions and purposes because I believed that the textual features
determined the participants’ success in the exam the most. Considering that all the codes
of textual borrowing were related to each other or other code families, I examined
diagrams in which complex connections were presented with nodes and links. When I
delimited the extent of the diagram to the codes under Textual Borrowing, there were
three types with which I could differentiate the textual borrowing of the participants.
Additionally, I analyzed their actual Comps essays to investigate the multiple features of
textual borrowing. Comparing the findings of the content analysis with those of the text
analysis, I could confirm the three different patterns.
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Figure 7-1. Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju’s textual borrowing

Figure 7-1 illustrates that Textual Borrowing is linked to Understanding and
Individual Voice, the objectives of the Comps and the textual purposes of source use; in
addition, Textual Borrowing is linked to Reading which is also associated with
Contextualization and Experience. The connections reveal that Eunju, Eunkyo, and
Hanju’s understanding of textual borrowing at the final phase was purposeful, contextual,
and historical. They tried to attain and present their understanding and individual voice
by contextualizing reading sources and relating them to their language learning history.
In this way, they also accomplished the academic goals and objectives of the Comps and
rhetorical-level purposes.
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Figure 7-2. Sumin’s textual borrowing

The connections in Figure 7-2 differ from those in the previous one. Textual
Borrowing is linked to Reading which had no connections with the components of
Contextualization and Experience; it is also closely related to Summary. These
connections reveal that although Sumin grasped the purposes of textual borrowing in the
process of the Comps preparation, her understanding was not aligned with her practices.
She did not make an effort to present her understanding and individual voice in a context,
along with her language learning and teaching experience. She relied too much on a
particular technique of source use, that of summarizing.
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Figure 7-3. Sunny’s textual borrowing

In Figure 7-3, Textual Borrowing is linked to Reading which still had no
connections with the components of Contextualization and Experience; it is strongly
related to Patchwriting, which indicates another textual technique. In the beginning
phase of the Comps preparation, Sunny had shown her awareness of the purposes of
textual borrowing. However, in the final phase, she stopped developing her textual
strategies. Instead, she no longer paid attention to understanding reading sources in
contexts and to relating to her language learning and teaching history; furthermore, she
did not make an effort to build and articulate her individual voices. While making an
unexpected transition, she not only provided general implications but also relied too
heavily on patchwriting beyond what the faculty expected.
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Achieving the Textual Purposes throughout Learning Trajectories
Throughout the period of Comps preparation and even right after the Master’s
meeting, the participants became aware of and demonstrated their understanding that
textual borrowing in their Comps essays should not be limited to proving and showing
accurate understanding. As discussed in Chapter 5, the faculty expectations for
individual voice, along with those for source use, were emphatically expressed at the
Master’s meeting. Those expectations were constantly articulated through feedback on
participants’ practice essays and in email exchanges between examinees and professors.
In responding to the expectations which spread through the multiple information channels,
all participants became conscious that they had to develop and present individual voice.
However, the analyses of writing center, observational, interview and text data
indicated different patterns regarding the extent to which they had a grasp of the
expectations and how reading sources had to be employed to achieve the textual purpose
of individual voice. In effect, their different ways to respond to the faculty feedback and
different level of understanding divided them into three. Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju
belonged to the same group by showing similar patterns in many different ways. They
paid more attention to the formal information channels, especially faculty feedback, and
achieved the textual purpose going through the process of the Comps preparation even
though these were filled with confusion, conflicts, struggles and negotiations. Sumin,
who showed positive development until Phase 4, made a transition different from Eunju,
Eunkyo, and Hanju. She did not rely on the formal channel, and accomplished the textual
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borrowing only partially. Sunny, who completely understood the faculty expectation in
Phase 1, showed a deviant case.
As mentioned earlier, I will examine these three different cases by scrutinizing
each phase throughout their learning trajectories. However, when discussing the
participants’ understandings of textual borrowing from Phase 2 through Phase 4, I will
focus on Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju and Sumin. This is because I noticed that those students
who had been in the same group in Phase 1 shared similar patterns in the later phases, and
Sunny’s pattern in Phase 1was similar to her pattern in these phases without a significant
change. In doing so, due to the same reasons in Phase 1, I will highlight Eunju’s
trajectory and Eunkyo’s, Hanju’s and Sumin’s as supplementary. However, significantly
different patterns were found in Phase 5. Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju made a similar case,
and both Sumin and Sunny showed a different case.
Phase 2: September 20th –September 26th
It was worthwhile emphasizing that the demand for the practice of textual
borrowing, as practiced and required at UB TESOL, was connected with multiple ways
of developing individual voice. Although the notion of voice was already learned during
coursework, it became a compelling topic for the participants while preparing for the
Comps. Yet, because of the difference from the cultural and literacy practices in their L1
context, participants were more likely to experience confusion with the faculty
expectation and have difficulty in adjusting their perceptions and practices. Even right
after the Master’s meeting, I noticed the participants’ collision with textual purposes
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mentioned by the faculty because they tried to understand it based on their L1 literacy
practice.
The first tutoring session at the Writing Center was held following the week of the
meeting, that is, in the second phase of the Comps preparation. During the session, I
noticed that Eunju was becoming aware of and confused with the requirements of
different textual borrowing. Right after the session started, she tried to make sure that the
faculty emphasized the needs for incorporating individual voice and her own language
learning/teaching experience. Then, she revealed that she did not understand either why
or how to support her argument with her personal experiences but also how to incorporate
them with references.
Eunju asked me whether the professors had emphasized the examinees to
present their individual voice. When I said yes, she talked to herself, “I
need to include my experience, I need to include my personal experience.”
From the first interview, I realized that asking a question was her
rhetorical strategy to confirm her understanding and repeating herself to
show her uncertainty. Meanwhile, when I asked her what was wrong with
the requirements, Eunju told me that her partial draft wasn’t on the right
track. When I was about to ask her why, she threw a list of rhetorical
questions, “Who can’t write about their own experience just sitting at the
desk? Who would be interested in my personal opinion? And why do I
have to include my experience if I would already use reading sources?” I
did not give a direct answer to her question. Instead, I had her to read the
essay prompt that she wrote about. Pointing out the phrase “In your
opinion” I told her that it would be important to follow the prompt. Then, I
suggested that she rewrite and complete the essay on her own and have
another session with me. (Tutoring session 1, 9/20/04)
First of all, the first two sentences in the excerpt showed that she mentioned the
requirement of including individual voice as recently received information. As I pointed
out, although she had valued her own opinion while writing course papers, she did not
see how it related to the Comps exam. In addition, it was important to note that she used
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individual voice and personal experience interchangeably. When I provided a positive
response to her question if the faculty put emphasis on individual voice, she talked to
herself that she had to include her personal experience. She revealed that her
understanding of incorporating individual voice was limited to articulating her language
learning/teaching experience. Her recent awareness of the significance of individual
voice and partial understanding of the faculty expectation led to her confusion with
textual borrowing.
In discussions about faculty expectation for student voice, Eunju admitted that her
initial understanding of textual borrowing was inadequate. I understood that her grasp
was superficial. By posing the question to me, “who can’t write about their experience
sitting at the desk?” she trivialized the writer’s effort to find connections between
readings and her own language learning/teaching experience, or the future teaching
implications. This was because for her it seemed to be more demanding to look for and
read the literature on relevant essay topics and to figure out, borrow, and write about an
author’s main points. Her perception was exactly identical to that of Dr. Min in Chapter
4 regarding the way how Korean students conducted literature reviews. In Phase 2, she
still considered writing about her own experience a very simple and effortless task that
she could accomplish with limited reading and less dependence on references.
In addition, her account “I’m also wondering who would be interested in my
personal opinion” shows that she believed incorporating individual voice was inadequate
to produce good writing. I will discuss this point of view in Phase 4 in detail. She
perceived that her answers, supported by the ideas and words of experts, were academic
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and appealing; borrowed text played a certain textual role in this way. Thus, she, who
had been subscribed to objectivist epistemology and employed sources in order to borrow
authority, was dubious about presenting her personal opinions drawn from her personal
experience. In fact, she wondered if deploying the writer’s subjectivity would be
effective and valuable in the Comps answers.
Eunju also considered that using subjective experience was redundant and
unnecessary and it would collide with the requirement of source use. In looking at the
last of her questions, “Why do I have to include my experience if I would already use
reading sources?” it is worth noting that she was not sure of how to relate references to
experience. Eunju presupposed that citing sources was good enough to validate her
statements and reflected an accurate understanding.
In this way, Eunju’s statement demonstrated that she did not understand how
individual voice can serve a textual purpose to be used in the contextualization of reading
in her language learning/teaching history. Although Eunkyo did not have sessions with
me in the beginning and middle stages of the research period, an identical confusion was
revealed through triangulated data of irregular interactions, interviews and texts. Hanju
and Sumin who had tutoring sessions with me asked a similar question on how to
incorporate experience along with references.
In Phase 2, when their Comps preparation was filled with a great deal of
confusion, the group study pattern was analogous to that in Phase 1. Participants focused
on providing and obtaining accurate information by relying on handouts filled with
copied words and language. The information was considered fixed knowledge that could
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not be challenged and evaluated. Sunny’s pattern in this phase was similar to that in the
previous one. She not only provided contextual information along with her experience
related to the readings, Norton Peirce (1995) and Norton (2001), but also commented on
them and showed her agreement with the researcher’s arguments.
Phase 3: September 27th to October 3rd
Despite the struggles with the textual borrowing, the confusion became the
starting point of the process by which Eunju as well as Eunkyo, Hanju, and Sumin made
positive transitions and started to manipulate the textual borrowing as expected. In the
tutoring session in the third phase of the Comps preparation, Eunju brought a draft on the
topic of code-switching and L1 use in the L2 classroom. The topic was the one that she
and I had discussed and she presented in the previous week. Although she did not change
even a word in the first paragraph of the partial draft, she added one paragraph including
her experience to display contextualized understanding.

I do agree with the claim that there is a place for L1 in L2 classroom.
Cook (2001) identifies the merits of L1 use in language classroom as
efficiency; assistance to collaborative learning; naturalness when
discipline or contact with individual students; external relevance to
effective bilingual communication in real world. In my experience of
teaching English to Korean-speaking students and Korean to Englishspeaking students, explaining the meaning of difficult vocabulary in
students’ L1 was much less time-consuming and more efficient, and
students sometimes wanted a clear and simple L1 equivalent rather than
lengthy explanation in the target language. (Written text, 9/27/04)

Figure 7-4. Eunju’s second draft of the first essay
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Figure 7-4 shows the first half of the second paragraph. In the first statement,
Eunju showed her agreement with L1 use in L2 classroom. This was not only a technical
response to the prompt of the essay question which asked the examinee to take a position,
but also a passage through which she displayed her understanding of and consent to
Cook’s argument. In the following sentences, she summarized strengths of L1 use by
borrowing Cook’s words, and provided supporting examples from her past teaching
experiences. By doing so, she showed that she understood the benefits to the degree that
she could make a list of them. More importantly, by making a connection between the
reading and her teaching experience, she demonstrated that she understood Cook’s
argument thoroughly and that her agreement/position was grounded on authentic
evidence. In this way, she incorporated her individual voice and actively took part in the
knowledge construction. This is the necessary process to formulate internally persuasive
discourse, “not the static expression of an autonomous self, but a dynamic product of
historically situated interactions” (Prior, 1998).
The identical pattern was observed in the second part of the same paragraph in
which she discussed the merit of L1 use for the group project. It was impressive that
although there were patch-written words with/without citations, Eunju completed the
draft according to the expected textual purpose. She utilized her teaching experience in
different contexts to demonstrate her thorough understanding of the topic and the
literature and in this way, she achieved her individual voice in the second draft. However,
it should be emphasized that her individual voice was more likely to be used to
demonstrate her understanding rather than to present her argument. Although her
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understanding was limited, my notes described her progress: “Eunju was a quick learner
who had a good grasp of how to use sources and experience after a short struggle”
(Tutoring Session, 09/27/04).
While Eunju’s transformation was observed in the group study meeting, other
group members showed similar patterns during this phase. They made transformations
while commenting on and evaluating research findings as well as by placing them in a
familiar context thereby achieving the textual purpose of promoting their individual voice
and avoiding generic opinions and/or Comps answers.
When leading a discussion on intercultural communication during the group study,
Eunju started to respond to and reformulate the research article 10 based on the ways she
understood it. Despite her general agreement with the researcher’s argument on cultural
differences among foci racial groups, Korean and African-American, she disagreed with a
research finding from a business encounter between two Korean people. As Sunny did in
the initial phase, she made comments on and disputed the finding based on her
background knowledge. Below is the first part of her presentation at which she
introduced one business transition out of twelve in the research study.
Eunju: There is a funny episode! There is a storekeeper, and um, a guy
who was his ex roommate for one or two months and didn’t get
in touch for two or three years, came to the store. So, he said,
“hey!” and he said, “hey!” but the dude ignored him. He [the
storekeeper] asked, “Where do you live?” but the guy who
entered didn’t answer. So the storekeeper repeatedly, around six
times asked, “Where do you live?” The roommate didn’t keep
answering and finally said, “Where do I live? I live at home.”
All:
(Laughing loudly!)
Eunju: (Laughing) There are subtitles in Korean. But not in Korean
10

Bailey, B. (1997). “Communication of Respect in Interethnic Service Encounter”
Language In society, 327-356.
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letters but in English alphabets. And the interpretation is funnier.
According to the Korean bilingual interpreter, this response isn’t
an insulting at all in Korean society, especially if the guy were
homeless or didn’t have a good job.
Sunny: But, it doesn’t make sense!
Eunju: Right! It doesn’t make sense! Do we Koreans do that? In Korea?
Eunkyo: You’re right! [It’s not true,] especially [the storekeeper] was
asking the same question several times!
여기서 웃긴 에피소드가 있어요. 상점주인이 있는데, 어, 옛날에
이 사람이랑 roommate를 하던, 한 두 달 정도 같이 살았던 사람이,
한 이삼 년 동안 못 보던 사람이 가게에 들어왔어요. 그래서 “어!”
그랬는데, 그런데 이 사람이 “어!” 그랬는데, 들어 오던 애가
무시를 하는 거예요. 근데, 이 사람이 “너 근데 요즘
어디살어?”하고 물어 봤어요. 그런데 이 사람이 대답을 안 해,
계속. “어디사냐니까?”, “어?”, “어?” 하고 한 여섯 번을 물어
봤거든요? 근데 이 사람이 끝까지 대답을 안 하다가 나중에 “어디
살긴! 집에 살지!”
All:
(크게 웃음)
Eunju: 근데 그게한국어로 다 나와요. Script가! 한글로 나오는 게 아니라
alphabet로 풀어 썼어. 그런데 해석이 더 웃겨! 이거를 도와준
Korean bilingual에 따르면, 이렇게 대답을 안 하는 것이 한국
사회에서는 전혀 안, 전혀 insulting한 게 아니다라고 나와있어요.
Sunny: 어! 말도 안돼!
Eunju: 맞아! 말도 안돼! 우리 한국사람이 그러나? 한국에서?
Eunkyo: 그래! 이렇게 몇번씩 물어 보는데 [말도 안돼!].

Eunju:

(Spoken data from Group study 3, 09/27/04)
Along with her reservations about the research evidence, Eunju started to summarize the
encounter which seemed bizarre not only to the American audience but also to the Korean
one. Eunju digressed into a discussion of the recording method of the research data and
then moved back to the interpretation of the data to point out her disagreement. This was
a completely different pattern from those in her previous presentations in which she
considered information from readings as fixed knowledge and indisputable.
In arguing her position, she began with a comment on the research like There is a
funny episode on the research evidence. Her use of the word funny indicated a view
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different from the researcher’s. It might be claimed that she used the word funny to refer
to the roommate’s response, which sounded comical as well as strange. In fact, it seemed
to make sense since all attendees of the group study burst out laughing after hearing the
man’s response. However, in looking at her second and third lines where she stated,
“And the interpretation is funnier” and “Right, I don’t buy it,” it was noticeable that she
did not consider this episode entertaining but rather extraordinary and that she hardly
accepted the interpretation this response isn’t insulting at all in Korean society. If she had
used the adjective funny to indicate that the research evidence was interesting, she might
not have used its comparative funnier when claiming that the interpretation was
inappropriate. Different from her source use in Phase 1, Eunju made comments on the
reading by employing particular words and manipulating a grammatical feature such as
comparative.
She also contextualized the information by replacing it in a familiar context, a
strategy similar to her attempt described in her second draft of the first essay on codeswitching and L1 use in the L2 classroom. Eunju also repeated what Sunny had stated,
“Right! It doesn’t make sense!” so as to show that the interpretation was doubtful. In
doing so, she used rhetorical questions, “Do we Koreans do that? In Korea?” to
emphasize her meaning and solicit Eunkyo’s agreement. On the one hand, she might
want to claim that Korean people would not ignore a question asked several times even in
the case of poor life conditions. On the other hand, with the additional question In
Korea?, she seemed to argue that it might be the case among Korean people in the USA
where the data had been collected but not among those in Korea. As she did in the
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second draft, she tried to examine the interpretation in the context that she was familiar
with rather than just accepting given information.
So far, I have shown that Eunju employed references to make comments on
research accounts and arguments and understand them in a context to which she could
better relate. Regardless of minor differences, Eunkyo, Hanju and Sumin also made a
transition and started to use reading sources in a different way than they had earlier. This
was how they revealed their transformed understanding of textual purposes. They used
reading sources not only to acquire and provide clear-cut and fixed information but also
to show how they comprehended or challenged them. In this way, they were not
subscribed to arguments in reading materials but developed and deployed their individual
voice.
Phase 4: October 4th-October 10th
It was interesting that in the middle of the Comps preparation, Eunju, Eunkyo,
Hanju and Sumin reverted to a less sophisticated understanding of textual borrowing. In
both of the tutoring session and the group study held in Phase 4, they demonstrated better
understanding of the purpose expected by the faculty, but at the same time they exposed
conflicts. They used reading sources not only to demonstrate an understanding but also
to support their point of view. However, in the process by which they established their
opinions and attained their individual voice, they struggled to implement newly learned
textual borrowing and determine their positions on the topics they discussed.
In the tutoring session, Eunju demonstrated that she made progress in
understanding faculty expectations for textual borrowing. When responding to references
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associated with her learning/teaching experience, she not only showed her understanding
but also started to make arguments. Figure 7-5 presents the excerpt from her third draft
of the essay on code-switching and L1 use in the L2 classroom in which she included the
two paragraphs that I already discussed and added one more paragraph as follows.

However, I still suggest that L2 use should be dominant in second
language classroom, with L1 playing an assistant role. Although Cook
(2001) suggests that L1 is more efficient for explaining grammar
(especially grammatical terms); organizing class; disciplining students,
these are tasks which demand practiced techniques to get done even
though they are done in L1. In my class with Korean-speaking students,
I often used Korean to explain grammar, which turned out to confuse
my students because the fancy grammatical terms were still elusive
even when they were translated into Korean. This is no wonder if we
think of the same degree of difficulty which English native speakers
have with grammatical terms. It is inductive learning, rather than
abstract explanation in L1, that actually helps learners acquire
grammatical features better. Also, even though Cook (2001) argues that
language use in the classroom is limited to its own discourse and genre,
giving a direction and disciplining using the target language are still
good chances to involve students in meaningful communication,
especially for students in EFL situation where exposure to L2 is
extremely limited. (09/27/04)

Figure 7-5. Eunju’s third draft of the first essay

Eunju started with a transitional word however to introduce her argument opposite
to Cook’s. Her different view was emphasized with the adverb still. Although she
understood the benefits of L1 use in the L2 class as discussed in the second draft, she had
two reasons for disagreeing with the author’s point of view. First, she presented Cook’s
ideas that highlighted the effectiveness of L1 use for grammar lessons. In doing so, she
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employed the concessive conjunction although to give a clue that her opinion was
different. Then, she reflected on her teaching experience to provide the evidence and
state her rationale. Second, she started with Cook’s argument and disputed it with her
rationale in a situated context. Unlike her textual borrowing in the previous draft by
which she let authors talk about their argument, she chose the statements intentionally to
show her opinion about the contrasting consequence of L1 use in her authentic teaching
context. In this way she enhanced her individual voice.
Nonetheless, when looking at the first draft on perspectives on literacy11 in the
same tutoring session, I recognized that Eunju did not fully understand the required
textual borrowing. Although she wrote about a different topic, the draft seemed to be an
extended version of her partial draft written in Phase 1 about how to use sources. It was
filled with cited references on the idea of two different literacy models as well as a pool
of jargon, copied words and frequent misuses of the second sources; it did not include
any contextualized explanation and evidence (see Appendix C). As I will explore in the
later section, for the textual function of explaining, the participants were likely to copy
the same sources repeatedly. Similarly, Eunju might use the same textual strategy and
technique in responding to the first part of the prompt that asked the examinee to describe
the models. Consequently, it was distinctive not only from the faculty expectation but
also from her revision of the first essay that she brought on the same day.

11

Below is the prompt of the essay question.
Brain Street has coined the terms “autonomous” and “ideological” in describing different
perspectives on what literacy is. Describe these two perspectives on literacy. What
would each of these perspectives have to say about the teaching of writing skills? What
are some tangible ways that theses perspectives could influence writing instruction in the
classroom?
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Regardless of her newly acquired ability to incorporate textual evidence
successfully, Eunju still favored the literacy models. She perceived that they sounded
more scholarly, intelligent and persuasive than the one that included her personal
experiences as shown in my write-up after the session with her.
Eunju brought a draft on different perspectives on literacy. It was full of
terms and concepts from readings but she did not even comprehend some
of them. (The draft was the very right example of the decontextualized
text that the proponents of the ideological model problematized.) During
the session, I said she relied on sources too much and this seemed to hide
her thought and voice. I also suggested that she include her personal
opinion and experience as done in the first essay on code-switching and
L1 use in L2 class. However, she showed slight resistance to my
suggestions. To better understand her reaction, I asked her which essay
she liked better between the L1 use essay and the literacy model. She said
that “definitely” she liked the second one better since it sounded more
academic and objective. She also said that she wasn’t still satisfied with
the first one since it seemed to be too personal and subjective. (Tutoring
session 3, 10/04/04)
The second essay was more convincing to her as it contained big words and complex
ideas borrowed from published reading materials. For her, the textual feature was the
means to adapt to her perceptions of good academic discourse. She believed that she
created a reliable, authoritative academic text that included complexity and objectivity
when borrowing author’s language and thought. She still believed that it was
inappropriate to incorporate her personal experience in the academic paper. I concluded
that she still subscribed to the identical definition of good writing and textual borrowing
that Dr. Min mentioned in Chapter 4 and an occurrence of revising the essay on L1 use
was not enough for her to change her perceptions.
It was interesting that Eunkyo, Hanju and Sumin demonstrated the identical
perceptions of good writing and textual borrowing and produced the same kind of essays.
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However, despite my hunch, I did not impose my understanding of the faculty
expectation on the participants because of my role as a researcher as well as a tutor.
Instead, I suggested that they show one or two essays to the professors for feedback
whenever I had a chance to talk to them during individual conferences or their group
study, or through irregular interactions.
I heard and happened to observe that Sunny also suggested the same thing to the
rest of the group members when talking about the comments she received from Dr.
Anderson in Phase 3. The feedback that she showed to me later says, “I really enjoyed
reading your answer because you not only correctly represented the perspectives of the
scholars in question but also offered your own point of view and showed where you
agreed and disagreed with Cook. Hope your other answers can be similarly personal and
well-argued” (Written text, 10/01/04). It showed that Sunny, who had demonstrated
thorough understandings of the faculty expectation, also produced an essay in which she
could achieve the textual purposes in demonstrating her understanding and argument
based on her personal experience and ideations.
The other participants also exhibited the similar pattern in the group study as
Eunju shuttling between the newly acquired understanding of source use and the former
practice in the tutoring sessions. Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju and Sumin who attended the
meeting were supposed to focus on topics in Section V. However, they happened to have
an in-depth discussion on L2 user standard and code-switching and L1 use in L2 class
that they had already covered in Phases 1 and 2 when Eunkyo and Eunju presented.
Between Eunju’s and Eunkyo’s presentations, they talked about different
matters from their strategies for efficient reading to writing, to the
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appropriate personal pronoun to refer to the researcher Vivian Cook, and
to their appreciation of his notion of multicompetence. Related to the
notion, Minhea who attended just three group meetings said “I’m really
thankful to Cook for his L2 user standard” and Eunkyo suggested writing
a thank-you card to him. Every body laughed except Eunju who changed
the topic abruptly, asking whether or not they would have to use an
examination bluebook. After a short pause, she stated that she was
skeptical with L1 use in L2 class when she thought over its applications
based on her teaching experience in a secondary public school in Korea.
Everyone in the meeting responded to her. Eunkyo summarized the
author’s arguments in three different articles for Eunju, and emphasized
the advantages of L1 use by repeating that Cook argued for its partial use.
Responding to her, Eunju also repetitively said that there would be few
chances to use English if she would follow Cook’s suggestion. Talking
about her friend’s teaching experience in Korea, Hanju pointed out the
negative consequence of the only English policy. So did Sumin reflecting
on her own teaching experience of elementary children in a private
language institute. (Fieldnotes, 10/11/04)
In the group meeting in the previous phase, they incorporated certain changes to
attain their individual voice by commenting on and evaluating readings and relating them
to familiar contexts. In this present group meeting, they started to show their agreement
and disagreement with researcher’s arguments. They also attempted to argue with their
group members and persuade them by providing evidence from readings and relevant
teaching experience. As seen in the excerpt, although Eunju’s point of view was limited
in that she could not consider multiple applications of L1 use in different situated
contexts, she demonstrated her critical view and deployed her experience to convince
group members. In addition, Eunkyo reviewed three articles and emphasized merits not
only to support Cook but also to persuade Eunju. In responding to Eunju who still
disputed its benefits, Hanju and Sumin echoed Eunkyo talking about the negative cases
and consequences of the L2 dominancy in authentic language classrooms in Korea.
This is worthwhile to note that they argued for or against Cook and provided
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evidence to reduce the gap between themselves as opinion-holders and the group
members as their audience. This was not because they had never done that before in the
previous group meetings but because in this way they got closer to the expected textual
purpose. In other words, the textual borrowing that they practiced here was not only to
help their group members understand the content and demonstrate how they understood it,
but also to approve or disapprove research findings and arguments and convince their
group members. This was why they spoke like Cook’s proponents or opponents when
participating in discussions in this phase, whereas in Phases 1 and 2 they made statements
like ventriloquists.
Despite their progress, they still displayed resistance to taking a position in the
same group meeting. Although Eunkyo was exceptional, she was still aware of the issue
that her group members struggled with. Eunju revealed strong collisions when
attempting to determine and support her position in the process of preparing essays.
After the debate on Cook’s arguments and applications about L1 use, she asked a
question that led to an in-depth discussion that engaged every group member. Since this
was an almost thirty-minute-long discussion, I present and examine separated but
sequential utterances recorded in the forms of transcripts.
Eunju:

By the way, would it be OK if I take a position in an essay, and
take an opposite position in another essay?
Eunkyo: Give us an example in what cases you take different positions.
Eunju: For example, as I said, when reading an article about codeswitching, no, L1 use, I agreed to that, talking to myself, “Right!
I need to use L1.” (Tapping the table with her pen three times)
All:
(Laugh)
Eunju: But I came to disagree thinking its application over and over. So,
in my essay, I pretended to agree in the beginning. But, with
“However,” I said that [we] should use L2 dominantly and L1 in
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a few cases, especially in EFL situations.
Hanju: Let’s use it partially. How about in another essay?
Eunju: In another essay about L2 user standard, although I haven’t
written it yet, I would say we should include L1 [language] and
L1 culture, something like that.
(Spoken data from Group study 4-1, 10/11/04)
As seen in the above excerpt, Eunju, who wrote an essay skeptical of L1 use in
the EFL context, encountered a dilemma. She found more positive applications related to
the notion of L2 user standard in the process of preparing the answer. Her inconsistent
estimations ended up with opposite positions and contradictory pedagogical applications.
However, she supposed that if she would choose to emphasize the ineffectiveness of L1
use, she had to give up the applications of L1 use and culture in favor of the L2 user
standard, and vice versa.
Significantly, she perceived that to support contradictory positions she could not
employ the same researcher’s ideas, originated from the identical theoretical framework
and ideational perspectives on language learning and teaching. The conflict revealed her
understanding of textual borrowing and the “intertextual reach” (Bazerman, 2004) across
the entire Comps answers. For her, the textual relation in an essay had to be consistent
with that in another essay when her positions and supporting arguments in two were
restrained to and harmonized with each other. She expressed her confusion by asking the
question, “[W]ould it be OK if I take a position in an essay, and take an opposite position
in another essay?”
The group members sympathized with Eunju’s conflict by elaborating her concern
and repeating her remark, or by problematizing the dominant written discourse in the
USA and explicating ideology penetrating the literature in TESOL.
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Minhea: Um, I think, at the end of the program, the professors want to
know how completely we understand the subject matters and
what our opinions are. So if we take opposite positions in two
essays on similar topics, they think we are weirdoes.
All:
(Laugh)
Hanju: Right! Not in papers written in different courses or in different
semesters! If we take positions like that for the Comps, they
might think we answer the questions only for the sake of the
exam rather than writing about their own opinions.
Sumin: Hey, you incompetent teachers!
Eunju: [They might say that] These students shouldn’t teach!
Hanju: Then, what should we do? I’m not also sure what position I
should take in a case, I mean, not about Cook’s arguments, but
about Multiliteracies.
Sumin: I know what you mean.
(Spoken data from Group study 4-2, 10/11/04)
Minhea implied that Eunju’s struggle was legitimate by stating that the professors
would consider taking opposite positions on similar issues inappropriate. This was
because such discrepancies showed that the examinees could not think through concepts
and topics in the TESOL literature and failed to integrate their true individual voice.
Although she is not a main participant in this study, her remark was functional in that
Hanju and Sumin echoed her. Hanju highlighted the nature of the Comps essays, not
course papers written throughout different time period and the importance of their
personal opinions. She also confessed that she struggled with the same issue in preparing
an essay about a topic that she just presented that day. Sumin regarded inconsistency of
the writer’s position as incompetence and revealed her own dilemma saying, “I know
what you mean.” Interestingly, both of them did not agree with Eunju regarding L1 use
in L2 class, but they empathized in her conflict with taking a position and her perception
of textual reach in the end. In the context, Eunju uttered extreme words, “These students
shouldn’t teach!” and by doing so, she showed how strongly she was struggling with
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what position she had to take and how far textual borrowing should reach in the Comps
answers.
Despite her disagreement with Eunju’s opinion on L1 use and her view on taking
a side, Eunkyo also recognized Eunju’s conflict. At the same time, she tried to persuade
Eunju that her positions might not be contradictory if the ideology of the program was
understood. Even though any effect was observed in this phase, Eunkyo seemed to
challenge Eunju and other group members to expand their perspectives. On the one hand,
Eunkyo’s empathy was noticeable when she showed her dubious attitude toward the
discourse that she thought was prevailing in the USA.
Eunkyo: The position thing reminded me of a movie. Have you watched
Devil’s Advocates? A handsome guy, I can’t remember his name,
but a famous actor was starring in the movie. It is a story about
a lawyer who changes his positions to make a lot of money and
sells his spirit once. One of the biggest problems in the USA is
they are good at justifying their opinions even about the things
that they don’t believe like the main character in the movie.
Their education focuses on that!
Minhea: Justification?!
Eunkyo: Yes! Such an aspect is dominant even in elementary textbooks as
I found out tutoring kids. Also, the articles about electronic
literacy say that college educated people earn more money and
get better jobs because they are good at analyzing, comparing,
and justifying. Morality, what is right or wrong, is more
developed in our country. If we think something is right, then it
is possible to put out a fire at a political rally!
All:
(Laugh)
Eunkyo: It’s absolutely impossible in America. (To Eunju) So you
struggle with what positions you should take preparing for the
Comps, but I think Americans wouldn’t do that.
Eunju: But, isn’t it overgeneralization? My dilemma is just about
different positions on the similar topics.
Eunkyo: As far as I read and understand, no articles take opposite
positions. Rather, no matter what different topics they deal with,
those articles are related to one another and share very similar
views on language learning. So depending on how to approach
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to Cook’s main ideas, your positions in the essays might not be
contradictory. If you see his ideas as I see, you would not have a
conflict.
Minhea: Right! (To Eunju) Don’t be serious.
Eunju:
(Being silent)
(Spoken data from Group study 4-3, 10/11/04)
It was interesting that Eunkyo made a connection between the story of the movie and the
discourse in the USA. From her perspective, as the attorney in the movie made defenses
to win, dominant discourse might promote justification too much for the sake of
argument. To support her contention, she mentioned textbooks in the elementary school
and college education. In addition, she related Eunju’s struggle to moral sensitivity that
she thought was more advanced in her country. Then, she concluded that due to the L1
background, Eunju might have more difficulty determining positions because she made
more effort on achieving textual reach in multiple essays than their counterpart American
students.
On the other hand, Eunkyo’s view above was not completely aligned with Eunju’s
view on the discourse and textual borrowing at UB TESOL. This was why although
Eunkyo acknowledged Eunju’s struggle, she strove to change Eunju’s standpoint on L1
use once again. As seen in Eunkyo’ last line, she said, “no articles take opposite
positions” and “those articles are related to one another” to underline the connections in
the literature that she had read. Eunkyo’s accounts revealed her awareness that most
readings at UB TESOL subscribed to congruent academic trends or ideologies and that
Cook’s articles which had been constantly discussed were the same. For her, this was
why she and her group members could take a consistent position in different essays
unless they were not aligned with the ideologies. Thus, she suggested that Eunju see a
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bigger picture rather than focusing on local details so as to overcome the conflict with
taking and supporting positions. As for textual borrowing, she also seemed to assume
that if Eunju would comprehend the ideologies across overarching arguments and main
points in the literature, she would not crash with the pressure of making her arguments
consistent.
Regardless of different ways to show their understandings of Eunju’s conflict and
to be supportive, Hanju, Sumin, and Eunkyo shared a congruent underlying assumption
with Eunju. They presupposed that in taking a position and maintaining argument, they
had to stick to their genuine ideations, established and developed on the basis of their
understandings of reading sources and their academic trainings and experiences. Once
they failed to realize the textual borrowing and consistency in borrowing texts, they could
write their Comps answers “just for the sake of the exam rather than writing about their
own opinions” as Hanju mentioned and by “justifying their opinions even about the
things that they don’t believe like the main character in the movie” as Eunkyo stated. If
they would do that, they became incompetent teachers who should not teach as Eunju and
Sumin argued.
Regardless of their confrontation and struggle with the conflict, this was another
training opportunity for the participants to make a progress not only as writers but also
experts in TESOL. This was because determining their positions and controlling their
textual borrowing according to their agreement with author’s arguments were the means
for them to develop academic skills and find their individual voice as professionals in the
field of EFL/ESL teaching.
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Phase 5: October 11th-October 17th
In the tutoring sessions or through other interactions with Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju,
and Sumin in Phase 4, I observed that they had a conflict with the notion of good writing
and expectation for appropriate textual borrowing. In response to the conflict, I
suggested them getting feedback on their answers from the professors. This was also
what Sunny suggested to her group members. Interestingly, they made different choices,
and as they reacted in their own ways, the consequences diverged.
Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju
Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju belonged to the same case. All of those three
contacted the professors and received feedback on their Comps essays in Phase 5. Eunju
received comments on 2 essays in question, Hanju on 10, and Eunkyo on 7 first drafts
and 3 second drafts from Dr. Anderson who preferred email contact. In addition, Eunkyo
also got comments on two essays from Dr. Warren who favored face-to-face conferences.
Although the term, individual voice, was used repeatedly in the Master’s meeting in
Phase 1, it was not in their comments. However, regardless of the different number of the
essays that they got feedback on, they better understood the textual purpose through
which they could achieve individual voice. Besides, they were the only attendants of the
two following group studies in which they covered essay questions, while Sumin and
Sunny missed those for their own reasons that I will explicate.
Getting comments 12 on the essays regarding code-switching and L1 use in L2
class and ideological/autonomous perspectives on literacy, Eunju had a critical moment in
12

These are very competent answers and you are clearly on the right track. The literacy
answer could benefit from more personal insights and examples (which you use nicely in
the L1 discussion), it should also probably be shortened.
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Phase 5. In other words, the professor suggested that Eunju include more “personal
insights and examples” in the literacy essay comparing to the L1 one; and this allowed
her to understand which essay was estimated as a better essay and to became aware of the
faculty expectations of the textual purpose thoroughly.
After the aha moment, Eunju revised the essay and brought it to the tutoring
session. Figure 7-6 shows the excerpts from the first and second drafts in which she
responded to the subquestion: What would each of these perspectives have to say about
the teaching of writing skills? Especially writing about the pedagogical concern with the
ideological model in the paragraph, she displayed her perception change after getting the
feedback.
In the last sentence in the draft on the left column, Eunju referred to McKay’s
(1996) pedagogical implications of the ideological model. To incorporate her “personal
insights and examples” as suggested, she split the implications into two, one about
“collaborative literacy practices” and the other about consideration of students’ L1
literacy practices. Then, she included her observation in her past teaching context and
her conflict in her literacy learning context.
From the sixth week when she had the critical moment to the last, ninth week of
the Comps preparation, in the way, Eunju could present her understanding successfully
by making logical, judicious, and practical connections between references and her
language learning/teaching history. Throughout this phase, moreover, Eunju also utilized
her personal testimony to establish and support her own arguments as I showed with her
third draft of the L1 essay in Phase 4.
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Draft

Revision

The central issue in this model in
terms of pedagogy is that students
should be equipped with the
ability of critical thinking through
literacy development. As McKay
(1996) suggests, ideological
model of literacy in ESL class
integrates issues about social
order in regard with gender,
economy, race, etc. In addition, as
literacy is a social practice, she
suggests literacy practice in class
should involve different roles in
collaborative literacy practices
and students’ literacy tradition.
(10/4/04)

The central issue in this model in
terms of pedagogy is that students
should be equipped with the
ability of critical thinking through
literacy development. As McKay
(1996) suggests, ideological
model of literacy in ESL class
integrates issues about social
order in regard with gender,
economy, race, etc. In addition, as
literacy is a social practice, she
suggests literacy practice in class
should involve different roles in
collaborative literacy practices.
For instance, when I had my
students make a class newspaper
as groups of 4 or 5, I often found
that my students divided the work
into collecting data, writing
stories, taking pictures, typing,
printing out, and arrange articles
and pictures on the paper. McKay
also suggests that students’ L1
literacy tradition should be
considered and respected. From
my experience as an international
student, I found the rhetoric style
I learned in Korea was pretty
different from the Western
rhetoric style. In many cases, my
writing style was not accepted as
effective from Western view,
which frustrated me. (10/11/04)

Figure 7-6. Eunju’s essay on the literacy models
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Eunkyo and Hanju’s awareness and reactions through the faculty comments were
exactly the same as much as their reflections were identical in the post interviews. Even
though minor details were a bit different in terms of the exact dates when they got
comments and revised their answers, they completely understood how to use their
personal accounts to present their understanding and arguments. In doing so, they could
deploy and present their individual voice and achieve the textual borrowing expected by
the faculty.
In the group study in Phase 5, the participants also showed the positive textual
borrowing that enhanced their presentation of understanding of readings and argument.
After they went over the entire Comps packet from Section II to V, they were supposed to
choose whatever topics in any section they preferred to discuss in the meeting.
Significantly different from the pattern in the prior group studies, they demonstrated their
ability to synthesize readings related to the topics that they had discussed and by so doing,
they were inclined to incorporate their individual voice.
Hanju, who chose the topic of critical period hypothesis (CPH) in Section
II, started her presentation by defining the term, CPH and summarized the
main reading source, Lightbown and Spada (1999) and references, three of
them supporting CPH and three problematizing it. In summarizing them,
she focused on Ioup et al (1994) and Schmidt (1984). When the
presentation was over, Hanju drew on the issue, nativeness and related
Schmidt’s study not only to communicative competence but to power in
Norton’s that Sunny presented in Phase 2. She said, depending on the
power relationship with people around the learner, his/her ultimate goal
might be set up differently. Eunkyo related it to Cook (1999) saying,
“Nativeness isn’t a realistic goal in L2 learning. Cook said that it shouldn’t
be a goal” and elaborated the reasons. Right after Eunkyo’s remark, Eunju
recalled readings on bi-directional influence between L1 learning and L2
that she presented in Phase 1. She mentioned that there was research
evidence to argue against Chomsky’s CPH and continued that because of
the influence of L2 on L1, they couldn’t argue that L1 language ability
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was innate. She said, “As Eunkyo mentioned before, essay topics are
connected to each other and I think that we need to choose which one is
more important and related to our arguments.”
(Fieldnotes, 10/11/04)
This was a pattern frequently observed throughout the meeting whenever the
participants presented their topics. They began to understand, infer, and demonstrate how
reading sources and arguments were associated to one another. Right after her
presentation, Hanju made a connection between Schmidt’s research study and Norton’s.
Although her point was slightly different from Hanju’s, Eunkyo also tried to relate the
important concept CPH to Cook’s argument on the L2 user standard which impressed her.
Eunju also reminded the group members of her first presentation on bi-directional
influence in Phase 1. Whereas in the past she had attempted to provide accurate
information and hide herself in her presentation, she now used the information related to
other readings to demonstrate her understanding and present her point of view.
In this phase, they demonstrated their synthesis skills that showed their
comprehensive understanding about the textual borrowing among readings. Especially,
as Eunju mentioned in her last line, “we need to choose which one is more important
related to our arguments.” Now the evaluation skill was involved in their syntheses.
Consequently, the participants concluded that by synthesizing reading sources and
judging the significance and textual borrowing among those, they revealed their unique
understandings and opinions on topics; they also achieved their ultimate textual purpose
of individual voice.
In the next group study where only Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju attended again,
they showed the same patterns; no other patterns, different from those that I have
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discussed so far, were not observed till the Comps. I concluded that Phase 5 was the last
phase in which Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju learned to develop, manipulate, and articulate
borrowed texts and by doing so, they demonstrated and achieved unique understanding of
readings and their own arguments.
Sumin
Sumin was the only participant who did not show her sample answers to the
faculty for feedback. I briefly talked about the ways to raise her voice through
contextualized information and personal language learning/teaching experience in a
session in Phase 4. This was because I also found inconsistencies between Sumin’s two
drafts about two different topics: the revision of SLA & bilingualism and vocabulary
learning. She incorporated her personal testimony in the first one but not in the second
one that was instead filled with cited references.
Sumin did not seem to resist my comment but was not motivated to show the
essay to the professors for feedback and to make revisions. In Phase 5, in which Eunju,
Eunkyo and Hanju experienced the critical moment and made a transition, Sumin brought
four essays for two sessions, two for each. After six Comps answers that we discussed
during the four tutoring sessions, she produced only two complete drafts and mostly short
outlines for the rest of the topics. I collected the outlines after the Comps since she did
not attend the last two sessions or any group meetings except the last one in which
participants worked on identification for Section I.
It was remarkable that she did not choose the expected textual borrowing that she
even practiced to demonstrate her understanding and argument in the former phases.
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More importantly, the textual analysis showed that her textual borrowing in Phase 5 was
different from her group member’s in their earlier stages. Below is the excerpt from
one 13 of the drafts that she brought for sessions. (See Appendix E for the whole draft.)
To produce a good answer, Sumin was supposed to discuss how researchers
understood the age effect on L2 learning, ultimate achievement, and the relationship
between them while demonstrating her understanding of the literature on the topic and
expressing her opinions. The entire essay in response to the question consisted of three
paragraphs. She discussed opposite positions on CPH in the first two paragraphs and
made a conclusion in the last. Generally, her discussion of the ultimate achievement was
not contextualized and the age effect and achievement were loosely connected.

In conclusion, I argue that age may influence language learning, but
primarily because it is associated with social, psychological, educational, and
other factors that can affect L2 proficiency, not because of any critical period
that limits the possibility of language learning by adults. I think learning
strategies should be different depending on learner’s age, as Marinova-Todd,
Marshall, and Snow (2000) argue, “age differences reflect differences in the
situation of learning rather than in capacity to learn”. Thus, I argue that adult
learners should learn a L2 in a different way from children’s because of their
cognitive level and language processing. (10/11/04)

Figure 7-7. Sumin’s essay on CPH

As shown in Figure 7-7, three sentences comprised the conclusive paragraph. In
the first, she stated her position based on the discussion in the earlier paragraphs but
13

Below is the prompt of the essay question.
What is the relationship between age and ultimate achievement in second language
learning? In your answer please refer to specific studies and examples.
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without any evidence. She cited references used in the first and second paragraphs that
provided two reasons related to research findings from each camp. Regardless of her
synthesis skill displayed in the paragraphs, however, her opinion was not included and
she just reproduced and retold research findings without detailed discussion regarding
what factors influenced language learning and how. She showed a broad picture by
providing only proponent’s and opponent’s arguments in the body and then to discussing
her position in the conclusion. If so, when stating what side she took in the first
statement in the third paragraph, she had to prove her position. She was expected to
employ a contextualized/personal example to illustrate social, psychological, educational
[or] other factors that can affect L2 proficiency.
Instead, Sumin made a statement emphasizing different approaches between
adults and children to language learning; the statement was supported by a source that
highlighted the different learning contexts and influential factors rather than learning
capacity. Arranging the clauses in this way, she attempted to show that the statement was
the consequence of her understanding of the reading source. On the other hand, she
moved to her argument that adult learners should learn [an] L2 in a different way from
children’s because of their cognitive level and language processing.
She employed her own textual strategy to present her argument. If the transitional
phrase and word such as in conclusion and thus were excluded in the first and third
sentences, she started all three with I argue and I think. The write-up after the session
clearly showed that it was her way to make argument and assert her voice. During the
tutoring session, I suggested that Sumin consider incorporating an example for two
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reasons: to meet the requirement of the essay prompt and to prove her position
persuasively. In responding to my suggestion, she mentioned that she had her own
reason not to do that.
Sumin’s [age and ultimate achievement] essay was better synthesized than
the vocabulary one. But, her individual voice wasn’t well articulated with
personal experience or familiar instances like that. When I pointed this
out, she said that her position and argument seemed to be clear to her. As a
reason, she said “with such phrases I think and I argue, I gave signals that
this is my opinion and this is my argument.” After that, she also threw a
rhetorical question to me, “Isn’t that enough?” For her, including
examples isn’t necessary. I talked about the reasons why she could hardly
incorporate her view only with such phrases, and as trained as a tutor, I
suggested that she double-check with her professors, especially because it
was a requirement of the essay to include examples.
(Tutoring session, 10/18/04)
The excerpt showed that Sumin seemed to perceive that she could achieve individual
voice with the strategy of using such phrases I think and I argue. As her metadiscourse
explicated, she included these phrases intentionally to show that “this is my opinion and
this is my argument.” In fact, the textual strategy could have been effective if she had
incorporated contextualized discussion or her language learning/teaching experience.
Without it, her individual voice was not evident since it was not clear that the statements
in the second and third statements were about her own opinion and argument or
restatements of the researchers.
As mentioned earlier, she wrote four Comps essays in Phase 5 including the one
that I have just discussed. Although she took the position based on her perspectives and
her position was apparent in all the four essays, the references represented author’s
arguments, not hers. Moreover, she did not stretch out her thoughts and support her
argument convincingly; despite textual strategy that she used, she did not achieve the
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expected textual purpose fully by employ few contextualized accounts and personal
reflections. Consequently, I argue that only with such phrases including the first person
pronoun as opinion holders, the writer might not express his/her understanding of the text
and argument nor achieve individual voice, which was one of the important textual
purposes in the preparation of the Comps.
Sunny
From the beginning to Phase 4, Sunny had shown a good grasp of the faculty
expectation for understanding and individual voice and suggested that her group
members should receive comments from the professors. In the later Phase 4, Sunny, like
Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju, sent her second essay about identity and language via email
for feedback. She was more confident with the answer than the first one on which she
got very positive feedback. Instead of confirming that she was on the right track as she
had in a response to an earlier essay, Dr. Anderson made suggestions on the second
essay. For her, this meant that her essay was not satisfactory and had to be revised for
improvement. Sunny missed the first tutoring session in Phase 5 and group study
meetings except the last one where they worked on identifications. In the evening on that
day when she missed the scheduled session, she called me.
The phone rang around 8 pm. When I said “hello,” Sunny responded
saying abruptly, “This is a bad subject.” Actually I couldn’t hear her, so I
asked her to repeat what she had said. “I said I’m a bad subject as much
as I’m not a good writer,” she responded to me switching codes, ‘bad
subject’ in English in a sentence structured in Korean. In the group
meeting this afternoon, I was already told by her group members that
Sunny was discouraged after getting feedback, so I assumed why she said
so. I told her that it was not a requirement to attend every session for my
research. She mentioned that she had a hard time lately writing the essay
because she had to think a lot and made a lot of efforts but it wasn’t still
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satisfactory. Then she continued, “I got feedback on my identity essay.
There are two places I should revise! But it’s hard! I need to read the
articles again to delete and add some quotes! It’s harder than writing a
new essay!” “OK! Let’s talk about how to revise the essay in the
following session. Because of the feedback, are you discouraged?” I
asked. “Well, sometimes, especially when I had a hard time in my life!”
(Irregular interaction, 10/11/04)
As seen in the middle part of the excerpt, Sunny did make a great deal of effort in
writing the essay. She went through a complicated thinking process to incorporate
contextualized/personal accounts and her personal view. In recognition of her hard work,
she expected only positive feedback with no suggestion, but she received both.
It was my impression that the professor evaluated Sunny’s essay as a good
answer. The feedback started with the positive remark on her accomplishment: “This an
insightful and solid answer and you can move on to other issues now” (Document,
10/07/04). However, Sunny paid attention only to the suggestions. She did not take them
into consideration as the guidepost to help her explore and stretch out her thoughts, but as
a signal that she was not moving in the right direction. In effect, her self-identification,
I’m not a good writer, showed how she perceived the suggestions that she got on the
earlier essay.
In addition, the excerpt above from the irregular interaction demonstrated that
Sunny’s disappointment resulted from the pressure of revision, which required her to
reexamine and rearrange references to adjust borrowed texts in the draft and establish a
new one in the revision. As for the suggestions, the first one could be easily fixed if she
understood the grammar rule of reflexive pronouns. However, since the second one
required her to use critical thinking skills for idea development and expansion, she had to
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revisit and reexamine not only her assumption on L2 speaker’s legitimacy in North
America but also the reading materials. As seen in the quote, “But it’s hard! I need to
read the articles again to delete and add some quotes! It’s harder than writing a new
essay!” Sunny exactly understood what revision meant and how difficult it would be. For
her, revising the essay was a greater challenge than writing a completely new essay.
Sunny chose not to revise her answer either because she was discouraged with the
essay which was not perfect or because of the pressure of revision. Her group members
such as Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju strove to learn and negotiate with the expected textual
borrowing, and if suggested by the faculty, they reestablished the textual connection with
readings while doing revisions. In contrast, Sunny left the draft as it was as I noticed
looking at her actual Comps answer. She did not correct the minor grammar mistake;
nothing was changed even after she and I had an hour long tutoring session at the Writing
Center about how to incorporate the comments in the following week. She may not have
had the capacity to revise the draft, especially when she was stressed as she looked for a
way to postpone the exam. However, it seemed more critical that she decided not to go
through the complex task due to the difficulty.
In Phase 5, Sunny wrote five essays about vocabulary learning, intonation, the
relationship between SLA and bilingualism, textual borrowing, and conversation
convention. I read four of the essays during tutoring sessions with her at the Writing
Center. Regardless of the essay topics she prepared, I noticed identical patterns, the first
two of which were very similar to Sumin’s. First, there was no longer contextualized
information and personal account in both parts of conceptual discussion and practical
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suggestion. In dealing with the second part, her teaching implication was very generic.
Second, she used the I think phrase repeatedly. Third, she relied on the author’s language
heavily by patchwriting in all four essays. Although the essay on conversation
convention was written after the last tutoring session, it showed parallel patterns.
The essay on textual borrowing 14 clearly illustrates the patterns. A couple of days
before the Comps, I read the essay which consisted of two long paragraphs. She
reviewed scholarly positions on students’ unintentional plagiarism in the first paragraph
and responded to the question about the teaching implication in the second. The first half
of the second paragraph is shown in the left column in Figure 7-8. To better explain the
textual patterns, I include the primary source that she referred to.

14

Barks & Watts (2001), Bloch (2001) and Pennycook (1996) discuss reasons for
unintentional plagiarism in student writing. What are some of these reasons? How can
teachers address connections between reading and writing in the classroom to help
students avoid plagiarism?
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Sunny’s Draft

Barks & Watts, 2001

(1) It is language teacher’s job to help (a) Establishing membership in an
academic discourse community
students to learn proper ways of
borrowing texts without crossing
involves adopting new language
and knowledge, which is in part
the line into plagiarism
(2) (Barks & Watts, 2001). I think
accomplished through reading to
(b) write activities…ESL instructors
teachers can address this issue
through reading-to-writing
can play an important role in this
(3) activities. Many international
process by helping students to
students have hard time integrating
learn to incorporate language
from sources into their writing
prior texts into academic writing
without crossing the line into
because they not have clear notion
of the cross line and they are
(c) plagiarism. The goal of this
requested to jump into
strategy is therefore to help
sophisticated intertextual practices
students understand and
differentiate among various types
without
of borrowing, ranging from
(4) stepping practices. I think it is
very useful for the students to
intentional copying to sophisticated
intertextual practices, and then to
present various kinds of
borrowing, from intentional
develop practices that will help
copying to sophisticated
them borrow in ways that foster
intertextual practices and make
language learning and lead to
them discuss each writings.
successful participation in their
respective academic discourse
community.
Figure 7-8. Sunny’s drafts
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The excerpt in the left column consists of four sentences. In the first, Sunny
indicated the scope in the paragraph: the phrases such as language teacher’s job and
proper ways of borrowing texts were the key terms to designate her intention to focus on
teaching implication on textual borrowing. In the second, she focused on a specific
application, “reading-to-writing activities” (Barks & Watts, 2001, p. 256) in response to
the question in the prompt. She wrote about the rationale for the application in the third
by generalizing international students’ difficulty with and problematic learning
experience of L2 writing. In the last sentence, she established a step to have detailed
discussion in the following second half of the paragraph on the exercises that Barks and
Watts brought from Swales and Feak’s (1994) textbook. To do so, she highlighted the
usefulness of the reading-to-writing activities against different ranges of textual
borrowing.
In terms of the textual borrowing in the answer, like Sumin, Sunny did not
incorporate any contextualized information and personal account either when
demonstrating her comprehensive understanding of the readings and/or comment on
suggested implications. Related to this, she did not seem to think through the concepts
such as textual borrowing and sophisticated intertextual practices and the application of
reading-to-writing activities. Rather, she relied on the author’s ideas, and her
dependence on the reading source made her implication sound generic.
Sunny might notice this as well. Thus, to fulfill the requirement of personal
opinions, Sunny used the I think phrase twice in the beginning of sentence 2 and sentence
4 in the above passage. While Sumin used the I think phrase as a full indicator of her

265

opinion, Sunny employed it as a device to satisfy the requirement of individual voice that
she had been aware of since the beginning of the Comps preparation. However, it was
ironic that she used the phrase, especially when it was clear that the instructional activity
and its usefulness were not her own ideas as the arrows indicated in Figure 7-6.
When borrowing the reading source, furthermore, Sunny was prone to patchwrite.
There are strong similarities between (1) and (b) and between (4) and (c). Especially in
looking at the second, she used the same sentence structure and switched types in the
original to a synonym kinds and deleted the word ranging. Patchwriting seemed to be the
technique that Sunny relied on as supported by my write-up in the following.
The session with Sunny was a little frustrating. Her paraphrases in the
essay on textual borrowing were too close to the reading. I pointed this out
and asked her how she understood the term, intertextual practice.
Laughing loudly, Sunny asked me how I knew that she “almost copied the
reading source” and she also admitted that she could not understand its
meaning clearly. When I explained linguistic differences between her
own sentences and patchwritten, she mentioned that unless it was not far
beyond the scope of the question, she would stick to the draft. Smiling at
her, I said, she might cross the line into plagiarism against the argument
that she stated in her answer. She said that it was too late to revise it. Due
to the fact that she patchwrote, she would not be accused as a plagiarizer
at UB TESOL, especially in this exam situation. But, although I don’t
know why, I feel that something is wrong.
(Tutoring session, 11/2/04)
As I pointed out above, she did not think through the content thoroughly;
consequently her implication sounded generic. In this case, as she was inclined to
employ the I think phrase as a linguistic devise; she depended on patchwriting. Although
patchwriting is not a conscious violation (Howard, 1995, Pecorari, 2001), this was the
consequence of Sunny’s lack of involvement in her intellectual and professional
development that would facilitate her achievement of individual voice.
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Phase 6: Different Choice and Different Results
In the previous section, I discussed three different ways the participants shaped
the textual borrowing in their written texts. Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju showed relatively
congruent patterns throughout the whole process, in responding to the faculty feedback,
participating in group studies, revising their drafts, adopting textual strategies and
achieving its purpose. Sumin, whose starting point was similar to those three, made
different choices, especially relying on the formal information channel less and exploiting
different qualities of textual borrowing further. Sunny, who had a good grasp of faculty
expectations in the initial stage, decided to forego the complex task by reworking the
textual borrowing in the draft and counted on content and language of reading sources.
These different choices, clearly displayed in Phase 5, determined their actual Comps
answers.
Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju
Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju’s on-going transformations and their critical awareness
regarding the textual purpose were manifested in their final Comps essays written in the
exam situation. The contextualized information and personal testimonies were wellrelated to reading sources and well-incorporated to demonstrate their understanding of
topics and supported by their own arguments. Below are Eunju’s textual strategies (see
Table 7-1 for Eunju’s textual borrowing and Appendix F and G for Eunkyo and Hanju’s).
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Table 7-1. Eunju’s Textual Strategies in the Final Comps Essays

Essays

Textual strategies to achieve individual voice

1

Critical period
hypothesis

2

A five-stage
model of SLA

3

L2 user standard

-Teaching experience in a middle school in Korea

4

No Child Left
Behind Act

-Tutoring experience in a US elementary school

5

Suprasegmentals

6

Intercultural
communication

-Contextualized implications
(Racial conflict in a city where she stayed in the USA)
-Personal example (Her brother-in-law’s approach)

7

Textual borrowing

-Learning experience of L2 literacy at UB TESOL

8

English-only policy

-Tutoring experience in a US elementary school

-Contextualized information: language policy in Korea
-Teaching experience in a middle school in Korea
__

__
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Eunju incorporated contextualized information or her personal learning/teaching
experiences in six essays out of eight and these were well-articulated. When she
provided contextual information in the first and sixth essays in the above table, she tried
to illustrate how issues and arguments in question were related to and understood in
particular contexts, i.e., language policy in her home country and racial conflicts in a city
where she stayed in the USA. As for the personal accounts, she included her different
types of learning/teaching experiences in multiple contexts (i.e., teaching experience in a
middle school in Korea, tutoring experience in an elementary school in the USA, and
learning experience at UB TESOL). She also used her personal observation of her
brother-in-law’s business transaction as an implication. These contextualized
information and personal accounts, written in detail, were closely related to main reading
sources and/or other references.
There were two other essays in which she could not employ the expected textual
strategies: one on a five-stage model of SLA and the other on suprasegmentals. When
comparing the list of these final Comps essays with that of ready-made essays (see
Appendix D), I noted that she could not prepare these two essays thoroughly in advance.
She had prepared the five model essay with an outline in which she just summarized the
main points of a reading source. When producing the answer while taking the actual
Comps, she elaborated those points by using the same source18 times without citation.
The essay on suprasegmentals was not prepared with an outline before the Comps. She
revised an answer written for another topic, intonation, to answer the question. In these
cases, she just reproduced the information of the topics by focusing on content.
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I concluded that when having the chance to prepare questions in advance in the
essay form, Eunju was able to effectively deploy contextualized information and her
personal experience, make a close connection between these and references, and
demonstrate her understanding and argument. In this way, she could achieve the textual
purposes.
Eunju demonstrated that she herself had metadiscourse knowledge about the
textual strategies after going through the journey of Comps preparation. She also
regarded the best essays as those in which she asserted her individual voice.
Eunsook: Which essays do you like the most?
Eunju: Which essays? I like those about NCLB and intercultural
communication, because, Oh, I also like the CPH essay!
It was because first of all, it seems to me that I incorporated my
arguments appropriately and used reading sources accordingly
in those essays.
Eunsook: Can you tell me more about the way you used reading sources?
Eunju: About the way I used reading sources? When I read, I thought
about how readings were related to what I read so far and
experienced. Let’s say, articles on a topic became sources to
better understand other topics. And, while I was thinking of
authors’ argument based on my experience, I could know
whether I agree or disagree. Anyway, I spent a lot of time to
think about my experience and what was going on in Korea and
people around me.
(Interview, 11/08/04)
As shown in the excerpt above, although she did not use the term, individual voice, she
clearly expressed that she attained the ultimate textual purposes by reflecting on her
language learning/teaching experience and any language issues around her in relation to
the reading sources. If she had tried only to understand concepts and points in readings
as advanced by the authors, she might not have achieved individual voice. Because she
was thinking over topics of choice that would make a connection between readings and
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“[her] experience and what was going on in Korea and people around [her],” she was able
to strategically express how she understood and persuasively support her opinions.
As discussed, however, she started with a great deal of confusion and had
conflicts and struggles throughout the process. In the beginning phase of her learning
trajectory, she perceived that incorporating her personal experience and insight would be
neither demanding nor academic, and she was not sure how to incorporate them with
references. However, she strove to negotiate with the expected textual borrowing in the
particular situation of the Comps at UB TESOL. She also made great efforts to acquire
the textual strategies and apply them in her Comps essays although it was oftentimes a
complicated and painful task.
Eunju: And it was really hard to write about my experience.
Eunsook: But you said that it would be easier, when we had the first
interview.
Eunju: I thought so! You asked me at the Writing Center what I liked
better, L1 use or ideological perspective, didn’t you? I said the
second one filled with other’s ideas, didn’t I?
Eunsook: Yes, you did!
Eunju: I said that the first one didn’t sound right or academic to me at
that time, didn’t I? But, after getting feedback from Dr.
Anderson that there wasn’t my voice in the second, I realized
that it was good and valuable here to incorporate my voice. So, I
did my best to fit into the expectation.
Eunsook: This was how your perception has changed!
Eunju: It was hard to choose what examples I had to write about and to
decide what position I had to take. It was so hard to include my
experience and other examples appropriately to present how I
understood articles and my argument. I had to think at least for
an hour or two hours just to choose good examples. How hard it
was!
(Interview, 11/08/04)
Eunju began her comments by emphasizing the difficulty of accomplishing and
incorporating the textual borrowing demanded in the program. When I reminded her that
271

her initial perception was different, she agreed by recalling how she made a transition to
the expected written discourse. In effect, this became a reminiscence of her struggle with
the textual features. By repeatedly saying it was hard, it was so hard, and how hard it
was, as seen in Eunju’s first and last lines, she underscored that it was different from
what she had initially assumed and it was not a simple undertaking to make a transition to
the unfamiliar textuality, especially while she prepared for the high stake exam.
Throughout the period of the exam preparation, nonetheless, she chose to learn
and adopt the textual features since she realized that it was the expected way to raise her
voice in the situated context. While confronting with multiple information channels,
especially relying on the direct information channel, observing group members and
participating in literacy activities, she became aware of expected textual strategies and
tried them in her Comps answers. Despite confusion and conflicts, she came to
understand the faculty expectations that were the norms and practices in the L2 context.
Eunsook: You talked about taking a position, and when you did that, did
you attempt to align it with the faculty?
Eunju: I didn’t pay special attention to the faculty’s academic interests
and positions on essay topics.
Eunsook: It seems to me that you focused more on what you thought.
Eunju: Since I studied in the USA, I’d not like to write about other’s
opinions. As far as I understand, writing about my understanding,
my argument with my own comments and examples is more
valuable in the American style. Actually, there were opposite
opinions even among famous scholars. So, I didn’t really think
that there would be only one right answer! I tried to write about
what I thought.
(Interview, 11/08/04)
Once again, this excerpt displays how Eunju understood the textual strategies and
how these were used to achieve her individual voice. Her realization and negotiation
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enabled her to explore and expand her position, opinions, and ideations and to grow as a
professional in the field of TESOL or at least to grow as an American professional.
With regard to Eunkyo’s and Hanju’s textual strategies, there were local
differences in that they used personal accounts to develop and discuss implications;
Hanju also used past teaching experience as well as future teaching contexts. They also
achieved their individual voice by employing the contextualized information and
language learning/teaching experience in relation to readings and according to their
textual functions. In this way, they listened to and expressed their own responses to
readings and their own evidence and built up their expertise in TESOL.
Sumin
The textual borrowing, which blurred the distinction between Sumin’s own texts
and readings in the ready-made essays, was evident in her actual Comps essays. As
shown in Phase 5, she did not speculate concepts, topics, applications, and issues in depth
as Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju had done employing textual strategies.
Table 7-2 showed that Sumin incorporated only contextualized information but
not her learning/teaching experiences in three essays out of eight. Regarding the
contextual information in the fifth, sixth, and seventh essays, she attempted to provide
teaching implications. These three were a little distinctive from the rest in that she placed
concepts, findings and applications of readings in the context of her future teaching.
However, it was not like the implications of Hanju who provided details about target
students, and instructional settings and materials; Sumin’s implications were rather
generic.
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Table 7-2. Sumin’s Textual borrowing in Final Comps Essays

Essays

Textual strategies to achieve individual voice

1

Critical period
hypothesis

-“I wonder” (1) and “I think” (2) used in the conclusion
-No contextualized information and experience

2

Paradigm shift

-No personal opinion at all

3

L2 user standard -“I agree” (1), “I wonder” (1), and “I think” (4) in the
conclusion
- No contextualized information and experience

4

Codeswitching
& L1 use

-“I think” in the introduction (1) and the conclusion (2)
- No contextualized information and experience

5

Language
variation

-Contextualized implication in her future teaching
setting

6

Intercultural
communication

-Contextualized implication in a future teaching setting

7

Vocabulary
& Reading

“I think” and “I will give” used
-Contextualized implication in a future teaching setting

8

Written feedback

-“I think” (2) and “I agree” (1) used in the conclusion
- No contextualized information and experience

Note. The number in parentheses refers to the frequency.
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Sumin used the phrases such as I wonder, I think, and I agree repetitively in the
five actual essays out of eight. The fact that these were used especially in the conclusions
showed that she attempted to make argument to attain her individual voice. However,
similar to the conclusion of the age essay that I analyzed in the previous phase, her
statements, followed by such phrases with the first person pronoun, were not distinctive
from researcher’s findings, arguments, and implications. In this way, she retold their
ideation and perspectives on topics of choice when presenting her argument as well as
understanding.
With those textual features, Sumin was capable of demonstrating her
understanding and her opinions, but her individual voice was less evident. Her lack of
individual voice seemed to be related to her low consciousness of the textual strategies
that Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju achieved. Unlike those group members, she did not have
the “aha moment” about the expected textual borrowing intensely and clearly. She might
have had such experience and achieved the textual purpose if she had received the
professor’s comments on her essays.
The way Sumin prepared her Comps answers also had consequences. Throughout
the Comps preparation, she prepared 15 topics: 8 both with outlines and in essay form
and 7 only with outlines. For the 8 topics prepared with outlines she also had tutoring
sessions with me where she brought drafts developed from the outlines. However, the
drafts were not much different from the outlines in the content level. The outlines
consisted of bullet points to convey key ideas and arguments of readings and she turned
the points into entire sentences and made transitions between sentences and between
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paragraphs. She did not assume that she could develop an outline in which she
incorporated detailed evidence as well as main points of readings.
Most of her drafts were much shorter than those of her group members and there
was not much room for her to incorporate any contextualized evidence and personal
accounts. Sumin’s actual Comps answers, five of which were similar to her ready-made
answers in essay form and three developed from ready-made outlines were similar to her
drafts. In fact, her essays were the shortest among the Korean students’ answers.
Table 7-3 and Figure 7-9 revealed the average number of each participant’s essay
(See Appendix H for more detailed information about the length of their essays). Sunny
was the one who wrote the longest essays; she wrote 508-word essays on the average.
Hanju produced 484, Eunju 433, Eunkyo 385 and Sumin 272. Significantly, Sumin’s
essays were almost half the length of Sunny’s. While I do not claim that all long essays
are always well-developed and articulated with clear individual voice, enough space is
required to discuss topics by articulating contextualized/personal evidence or presenting
supporting arguments.
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Table 7-3. Length of Participants’ Essays

Participants

Total # of Words

Average # of Words

Eunju

3460

433

Eunkyo

3077

385

Hanju

3874

484

Sumin

2174

272

Sunny

4062

508

Participants

Eunju
Eunkyo
Hanju
Sumin
Sunny

0

200

400

Average Number of Words

Figure 7-9. Length of participants’ essays
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In the essays developed from outlines which included only bullet points of
authors’ main points, Sumin showed an ability to synthesize multiple references and
support her argument. However, she could not produce convincing conclusions as she
talked in the second interview about her writing process of the actual Comps answers.
Regarding the essay on contrastive analysis in Section II, I wrote what I
had prepared. I wondered how to conclude. I wanted to include something
about multicompetence, I mean, I wanted to make a conclusion related to
multicompetence, but I decided not to because it would be too long.
After the first essay, I wondered which one would be better to write about,
Code-switching or research relationship in Section III. I prepared both of
them with outlines. I started to write about the second topic, but after what
I had prepared, I couldn’t think of right words so I tore out the page in the
bluebook and moved to code-switching. But the same thing happened.
Although I had an idea what to write about, I couldn’t more than what I
had prepared.
Content-based instruction was one of the essays that I wrote in Section V.
When writing about an implication, I wondered how to write about the
instructional materials in my teaching context but I decide not to include.
It seemed to be complicated to include such details and I thought that it
would be enough to include my opinions. (Interview, 11/09/04)
As seen in the excerpts from the transcript of the interview after the Comps,
Sumin planned to write the conclusion or implication in taking the Comps exam by
responding to key ideas and points of readings that she summarized in outlines or drafts.
However, as she repeatedly said, she could not write the conclusive paragraph effectively
and persuasively. This might be because she could not think of appropriate language
since she was nervous in the situation of writing exam answers.
However, it might be the case because Sumin’s ideas and arguments had not been
developed and elaborated fully in advance and she was rarely aware of and equipped with
the textual strategies to incorporate her individual voice. As seen in the third excerpt of
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the interview data above, she knew that it was required to write about how to use
instructional materials; however, she decided not to elaborate on her implications since
“[i]t seemed to be complicated to include such details and [she] thought that it would be
enough to include [her] opinions.”
On the one hand, as Eunju said when reflecting on her Comps preparation, it was
not an easy task to search for, develop, and write about contextualized information and
personal testimonies related to readings. Sumin did not develop the textual strategies in
the process of the Comps preparation or in the exam situation. She decided not to
explore and expand her ideas and opinions further by avoiding such a complex task. It
was her perception that she could raise her individual voice only by writing about her
opinions. However, since her statements followed by the I think phrase were not much
distinctive those from readings, she could hardly achieve the ultimate textual purpose.
Sunny
Sunny showed an unusual case throughout the period of the exam preparation.
She had maintained a good understanding of the faculty expectation for textual borrowing
until Phase 4. The essay answers, written in the earlier phases, reflected her grasp.
However, as discussed in Phase 5, she quit developing her textual strategies and
competence due to her misinterpretation of the suggestions and her pressure with
revision. As a consequence, the essay answers in the phase carried general applications
and were patchwritten while she relied on readings to a great extent in terms of both ideas
and language. As she did not revise her prewritten essays for the Comps, the identical
features of the textual strategies were observed in the actual answers (see Table 7-4).
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Sunny included contextual and personal accounts and dealt with ambivalent
voices in Essay 1, 2, and 3 written before Phase 5 and Essay 4 written on the spot.
However, she drew generic implications, not much different from those in readings, in the
rest of the four answers. In effect, all of the four were prepared in Phase 5. While Essay
5 was modified from the essay on intonation, Essay 6, 7, and 8 were exactly identical to
the ready-made ones except a couple of reporting verbs and transitional phrases that she
changed in the exam situation. In terms of the second type of essays, her understanding
and argument were less likely to be established, deployed, and presented despite her use
of the I think phrase. Instead, as I discussed in Phase 5, she relied on inappropriate
source use, patchwriting.

280

Table 7-4. Sunny’s Textual borrowing in Final Comps Essays
Essays

Textual strategies to achieve individual voice

1

Critical period
hypothesis

-Her friend’s and Korean immigrant’s L2 learning

2

Identity, power
& right

-Her personal experience regarding the language right
-Arguments supported by contextualized information

3

L2 user standard

-Her language learning/teaching experience

4

Code-switching
& L1 use

-Contextual information related to L1 use in Korea
-Her teaching/learning experience

5

Suprasegmentals

- No contextualized information and experience

6

Conversation
convention

- No contextualized information and experience

7

Vocabulary
& Reading

- No contextualized information and experience

8

Textual borrowing

- No contextualized information and experience
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So far, while implying the complex and dynamic nature of their sources, I have
discussed my participants’ understanding of textual borrowing in the process of the
Comps preparation. Going through the process by which their perceptions and practices
changed, all of them became aware that their professors expected them to demonstrate an
accurate/comprehensive understanding and to present individual voices in their Comps
answers. However, there were differences in terms of their perceptions of how to achieve
the academic objectives of the exam and the textual purposes of source use; the ways that
they enacted their perceptions of faculty expectations also differed from each other.
Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju were able to present their understanding and
arguments which were developed by their interactive reading and/or contextual and
personal evidence. In doing so, they took a position according to their perspectives and
opinions, developed concrete implications, and enhanced their individual voice with
which they made their written discourse unique and powerful.
With regard to their changes, I noted that they shuttled between literacy practices
in Korea and those at UB TESOL, due to conflicts and struggles with different norms and
conventions; however, they still were able to meet faculty expectations in the most
fruitful and successful ways by negotiating the situated factors in the context of L2
academic writing with the L1 cultural ones. In other words, they worked hard to meet the
faculty expectations for textual borrowing, constantly revising their Comps answers
based on their professors’ comments. Nonetheless, they also selectively employed such
literacy practices as memorization and Chok’bo that they had brought from their home
country. They used these strategies to overcome their language difficulties to the extent
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that they could develop and articulate their individual voice.
However, although Sumin and Sunny were aware that individual voice was
required in their Comps essays, they comprehended the requirement partially or their
perception of textual borrowing was not enacted as expected. As a consequence, they
developed less effective but more mechanical textual strategies. Sumin tried to achieve
the textual purpose of individual voice by incorporating the I think phase while avoiding
undertaking the complex task of contextualizing her answers in the later phases of the
exam preparation. In addition, she confined her ideas and opinions to summaries of
references and to limited outlines and brief drafts.
Sunny, who had a good understanding of the faculty expectation for individual
voice, demonstrated an unusual case. She misunderstood the faculty feedback as a signal
that she was not on the right track rather than as a suggestion with which she could
expand her idea. Being discouraged, she gave up revisiting her opinions on the topic that
she wrote about. She also used the I think phrase repeatedly and depended on the textual
technique of patchwriting.
Importantly, it was not part of literacy practices to revise papers within academic
contexts in Korea. No matter whether Sumin and Sunny had asked for any written/oral
comments on their Comps answers nor had the opportunity to grasp the faculty
expectations for textual borrowing, they both did not revise their answers to deploy and
elaborate their individual voice. They decided not to conquer their unfamiliarity,
difficulties, and conflicts, but rather relied on other ideas and language. While they
strategically employed such cultural elements as memorization and Chok’bo use as did
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Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju, they were less likely to change their views and practices of
the particular academic conventions which involved constant revisions and multiple
drafts of their Comps answers.
Another Look at the Qualities of Textual Borrowing
In order to better understand the participants’ final understanding and changes of
textual borrowing, frequency and percentage analyses of texts were employed. I
analyzed the number of their source use and borrowed sources and the number and
proportions of citation methods and textual functions. In this section, I will discuss the
findings of the text analyses to describe the Korean students’ textual borrowing practices
at the final stage and to show the dynamic features.
Here, I begin with the frequency of the five Korean students’ source use and the
number of sources used. As seen in Table 7-5, Eunju made 95 references to 35 readings;
Eunkyo 77 to 36; Hanju 87 to 28; Sumin 68 to 28; and Sunny 67 to 30. The gaps
between the occurrences of textual borrowing and the numbers of sources present that
they used the same sources repeatedly (Eunju used the same sources 2.7 times, Eunkyo
2.1, Hanju 3.1, Sumin 2.4 and Sunny 2.3).
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Table 7-5. The Number of Source Use and Sources

Participants

Frequencies of source uses

Number of sources

Eunju

95

35

Eunkyo

77

36

Hanju

87

28

Sumin

68

28

Sunny

67

30

Table 7-6 below indicates that the Korean L2 writers used source materials 394
times in 40 Comps essays: 153 integral citations, 68 non-integral citations, 50 citations
with indicators, and 123 no citations. When they wrote the essays as exam answers, the
participants were the most likely to document reading materials with integral citations.

Table 7-6. The Total Number of Citations

Total # of

Integral

Non-integral

Citations with

No citations

source uses

citations (C1)

citations (C2)

indicators (C3)

(C4)

153

68

50

123

394
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C1

C4
31%

C1
39%

C2
C3
C4

C3
13%

C2
17%

Figure 7-10. Proportion of Different Citation Methods

Following the APA style of the in-text citation used when they wrote course
papers, they started a sentence with a signal phrase such as “Cook argues” or “According
to Cook” and provided the publication date win the parentheses right after the phrase. In
addition to the integral citation, they made references to reading sources at the end of the
sentence, using non-integral citations which included researcher’s names and publication
dates within parentheses also according to APA style. As the third method, they
documented sources with indicators that referred to researchers whom they had already
mentioned. These two methods of citations were less used (17% and 13%) than the first
(39%) in the Comps essays. Along with their employment of three different citation
forms, as Figure 7-8 shows, it should be pointed out that they did not document 123
source uses, that is, 31% of their textual borrowing.
As for the individual participants’ documentation, Table 7-7 and Figure 7-11
display that four of the participants preferred integral citations to non-integral (Eunju:
44% vs. 16%, Hanju: 42% vs. 8%, Sumin: 40% vs. 0%, and Sunny: 49% vs. 25%) while
Eunkyo employed the first less than the second (18 % vs. 38%).
286

Table 7-7. Citations of Reading Sources in Participants’ Essays

Integral
citations

Non-integral
citations

Citations by
indicators

No
citations

Eunju

95

42 (44%)

15 (16%)

8 (8%)

30 (32%)

Eunkyo

77

14 (18%)

29 (38%)

3 (4%)

31 (40%)

Hanju

87

37 (42%)

7 (8%)

12 (14%)

31 (36%)

Sumin

68

27 (40%)

0 (0%)

23 (34%)

18 (26%)

Sunny

67

33 (49%)

17 (25%)

4 (6%)

13 (20%)

Proportion of Citations

Total # of
citations

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%
0%

C4
C3
C2
C1

Eunju

Eunkyo

Hanju

Sumin

Participants

Figure 7-11. Proportions of the Participants’ Citations
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Sunny

Along with the inconsistency shown in Eunkyo’s case, it is also notable that
Sumin never used non-integral citation. Instead, she made more use of citations by
indicators (34%). For instance, she introduced a reference with an integral citation like
“Lippi-Green (1997) defines” and then continued two consecutive sentences which
started with a pronoun she as seen in “She argues” and “She claims” to refer to the
researcher. In this way, she tried to keep acknowledging Lippi-Green as the author of the
rest of the sentences that the signal phases preceded, and not to give the impression that
she just copied sources and used them as her own. It is also worth pointing out that all
participants sometimes did not make use of citations although they borrowed ideas and
words from reading materials. Eunju did not document 32% of her citations, Eunkyo
32%, Hanju 36 %, Sumin 18%, and Sunny 20%. As shown in Figure 7-3, Eunju, Eunkyo
and Hanju made no references relatively more often (32%, 40%, and 36%) than Sumin
and Sunny (18% and 20%).
With regard to the analysis of the textual functions, I came up with three
categories: (a) calling attention to the topic/arguments, (b) explaining and justifying
sources used, and (c) supporting the participants’ argument. Table 7-8 reveals that the
participants referred to sources 54 times to call the reader’s attention, 242 times to
explain concepts, research, and trends in the field, and 97 times to support their own
arguments.
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Table 7-8. Total Number of Textual Functions

Total # of
source uses

Function 1
(to call attention)

Function 2
(to explain)

Function 3
(to support)

394

55

242

97

Related to the total occurrences, Figure 7-12 shows that 61% of their source uses
were for the function of explaining. Making references to readings, they explicated
terms/concepts, clarified researcher’s arguments, and provided details such as research
findings. Regardless of the participants’ sharp awareness of needs for incorporating
individual voice, only 25% of citations were used to support it.

F3
25%

F1
14%
F1
F2

F2
61%

F3

Figure 7-12. Proportion of Textual Functions

It might be said that the writer can imply and back up his/her position and
argument by calling the reader’s attention. I was also conscious of this possibility when
going through the 394 citations by analyzing the participants’ textual functions. However,
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they realized the function usually by repeating statements in the prompt written by the
faculty to give background information that the examinees started with. Thus, Function 1
was not strongly connected with the function of supporting.
Here, it is necessary to examine the textual functions in each participant’s essays
to better understand patterns and inconsistencies that the total number and proportion can
hardly designate. Table 7-9 and its visual representation Figure 7-13 prove that the main
function of all Korean students’ textual borrowing was for explaining (Eunju: 48%,
Eunkyo: 74%, Hanju: 62%, Sumin: 81%, and Sunny: 45%).

Table 7-9. Textual Functions in Participants’ Essays

# of
source uses

Function 1
(calling attention)

Function 2
(explaining)

Function 3
(supporting)

Eunju

95

17 (18%)

46 (48%)

32 (34%)

Eunkyo

77

6 (8%)

57 (74%)

14 (18%)

Hanju

87

7 (8%)

54 (62%)

26 (30%)

Sumin

68

10 (15%)

55(81%)

3 (4%)

Sunny

67

15 (22%)

30(45%)

22 (33%)
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Proportion of Intertextual Functions

100%
80%
60%

F3

40%

F2

20%

F1

0%
Eunju

Eunkyo

Hanju

Sumin

Sunny

Participants

Figure 7-13. Textual Functions in Participants’ Essays

Among the participants, Eunju and Sunny, whose initial understandings were
much different from each other, used sources in a similar way. Although the occurrences
of Function 2 were the most frequent in their own cases (EJ: 48% and Sunny: 45%), these
were the least comparing to the occurrences in other participants’ essays (EK: 74%, HJ:
62% and SM: 81%). In addition, I observed that Eunju, Hanju and Sunny employed
more than 30 percent of sources for Function 3, whereas Eunkyo did for 18% and Sumin
only for 4% to support their arguments. It should be pointed out that Sumin made far less
use of sources for Function 3 since citations for Function 1were unlikely to carry the
writer’s hidden arguments and implications as discussed earlier.
Up to the point, I have shown that the participants tended to use sources
repeatedly. In addition, the text analyses have revealed that they preferred integral
citations to non-integral except Eunkyo, and no citations was frequently observed, and
that the main function of their textual borrowing was for explaining. In comparing the
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result of the first analysis with that of the second by looking at the tabled report (see
Appendix I), I discovered this pattern: when the participants were unlikely to cite the
references, they made many references to a few sources for the function of explaining.
Table 7-10 is the report which proves the pattern, excerpted from the entire table
of findings. I included the participants’ names and essay numbers in order for the reader
to efficiently refer to the data analysis in the original table. In comparing the numbers of
source uses with those of sources in the table, the density of repeated uses of a few
sources can be estimated (Eunju: 18 times, Eunkyo: at least 4, Hanju: 4.5, Sumin: 2.8,
and Sunny: 4). As mentioned earlier, Eunju employed the same sources 2.7 times,
Eunkyo 2.1, Hanju 3.1, Sumin 2.4 and Sunny 2.3 in average.

Table 7-10. Textual Relationship between Citations and Functions

Analysis of textual borrowing
Participants

Essay
#

# of

# of
Citations

source sources
uses

Functions

C1

C2

C3

C4

F1

F2

F3

Eunju

2

18

1

1

0

0

17

2

16

0

Eunkyo

2

8

2

1

1

0

6

2

4

2

Hanju

2

18

4

6

0

0

12

1

15

2

Sumin

2

14

5

4

0

1

9

1

13

0

Sunny

3

12

3

5

0

1

6

2

8

2
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In comparing the density in these particular essays with the averages, it is clear
that they used the same sources repeatedly far more than any other essays. Except for
Eunju, the other participants did not seem to repeat the same sources. However, Eunkyo
used a source only once and the other seven times; Hanju, three sources once respectively
and the other fifteen times; Sumin four once respectively and the other ten times; Sunny
two once respectively and the other ten times. Consequently, I concluded that they used
one source seven to eighteen times in a short essay.
When the same sources were used repeatedly in an exam answer, the participants
showed the tendency that they were unlikely to cite source materials. They provided no
citation at all, or they cited them once with any form of citations, usually with integral
citations and then repeated them without citations. It is worthwhile mentioning that in
this case, they employed the sources for the explaining function. That is, Eunju made use
of one source 16 times to explain a model of second language acquisition and all were not
documented. Eunkyo used a source seven times, four of which were not cited and were
used for Function 2. The connections between no citation and the textual function for
explaining were identically observed in Hanju’s, Sumin’s, and Sunny’s essays included
in the above table. This finding supports my claim that when the participants explicated
terms, concepts or topics in the Comps situation, especially using a few sources, they
assumed that it would be acceptable to borrow sources without giving credit to authors
repeatedly.
In this section, I have shown that the participants used the same readings
repeatedly and documented 69% of the sources. They demonstrated their awareness of
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and familiarities with the convention of textual borrowing in their field by using the APA
style. Nonetheless, 30% of sources were not documented across their essays if it served
the textual function of explaining. It showed their tendency to ignore citing sources if
those were used for the particular purpose. In this respect, they seemed to copy sources
not to obtain inappropriate credits or to cheat intentionally. Rather, the Korean students
might present citations and no-citations according to the particular functions of textual
borrowing in engaging in a particular literacy event.
Furthermore, although they still utilized sources for introducing and explaining
main concepts and topics, a good portion of sources served the textual function of
supporting. Compared to the textual borrowing in Phase 1 where the participants focused
on demonstrating and validating their understanding, it is a critical change in Phases 2 to
6. Consequently, the pattern of their source use shows that students’ perceptions and
practices of textual borrowing were changed throughout their academic trajectories.
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CHAPTER 8
CONCLUSION
The Summary of This Study
Throughout this dissertation research, I have examined the relationship among
textual borrowing practices in Korea, faculty expectations at UB TESOL, and student
participants’ initial and changing understanding of source use by addressing four research
questions. To do so, I collected multiple types of data from multiple research settings
and analyzed them using content analysis and text analysis. In the first three stages of the
data analyses, I developed four archives of the coding systems and networking diagrams
for individual data sets; in the final stage, I examined the emerging themes and patterns
against the values of the theoretical frameworks.
Drawing on the ideological model of literacy (Street, 1984, 1993, 2001, 2003a,
2003b, 2005), I found that textual borrowing practices in the participants’ country of
origin depended on the academic levels and were linked to a culture of learning—cultural
and educational values and conventions and literacy practices in the field of English
education in Korea. On the basis of the theoretical framework of situated literacies which
views literacy as a set of social practices (Barton, Hamilton & Ivanic, 2000; Barton &
Hamilton, 2000; Tusting, 2000; Tusting, Ivanic & Wilson, 2000), I noted that my
participants’ literacy event involved not only their academic papers but also their
utterances and discussions within the research context of the Comps preparation.
Moreover, in looking at the complex literacy event though a theoretical lens, I found that
powerful textual borrowing practices in the particular academic setting were purposefully
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shaped. Being parallel to the culture of learning and purposes of source use in Korea
and/or at UB TESOL, the Korean students developed their perceptions and practices
which were complex and dynamic as well as cultural and situational throughout their
Comps preparation and in the final actual answers.
More specifically, in discussing the findings of textual borrowing in Korea, I
showed that both the Korean faculty informants and their undergraduate students were
not sensitive to the notions and textual features of source use in U.S. academic settings;
furthermore, they did not consider these norms and conventions as important academic
standards. At the graduate level, all Korean, American, and British faculty informants
mentioned that they strove to prevent students from using sources inappropriately.
Nonetheless, while some students followed the citation conventions, most of them did not
have a sufficient understanding; consequently they copied and patchwrote reading
sources and relied on Chok’bo. In addition, the faculty informants themselves mentioned
that they emphasized the significance of source use or included strict rules in the syllabus,
but they did not seem to penalize improper source use at all.
From these findings, I argued that textual borrowing in Korean academic contexts
did not result from the students’ intentions to steal others’ intellectual property and
language, to deceive the readers, or to get inappropriate credit. Rather, textual borrowing
without citation appeared to be an implicit tool to maintain students’ cultural beliefs and
educational practices such as the conservation of traditions, reproduction of knowledge
and skills, and the orientation of linguistic accuracy and pragmatism.
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The faculty expectations for textual borrowing at UB TESOL were closely related
to those for the goals and objectives of the Comps: for students to become informed and
independent professionals and to achieve an accurate and comprehensive understanding
and individual voice. Due to their focus on goals and objectives, within the situated
context of the exam preparation the professors did not require the students to demonstrate
technical accuracy regarding publication dates and citation methods or grammar and
spelling. Nor did they penalize students when they relied on Chok’bo, copied reading
sources for Section I, or patchwrote for Section II, III, IV, and V. Instead, they
emphasized textual purposes, functions, and strategies of source use. These faculty
guidelines and suggestions allowed the participants to make informed decisions on their
source use and demonstrated effects on functions and strategies at the textual level.
In effect, the information from the faculty informants in Korea and UB TESOL
has indicated clear distinctions between these two diverse academic contexts. However,
it is complementary to understand the Korean students’ initial understandings and their
transitional process of textual borrowing and in the end, their complex and dynamic
nature within the research setting. Their source use in the beginning phase was found to
be more aligned with the practices and expectations that were presented by the faculty
informants in Korea. However, the participants’ understandings were not always
congruent with each other, but sometimes distinctive when they exhibited their awareness
of and concern with source use.
Except for Sunny, all of the participants were not conscious of the goal of
becoming independent professionals. Eunju, Eunkyo, and Hanju also did not pay
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attention to the objective of achieving individual voice nor to the function of supporting.
Rather, they focused on demonstrating accurate understanding. Whereas Sunny
emphasized that she would use sources to support her argument, Eunju, Eunkyo, Hanju,
and Sumin thought that presenting arguments was not required for the Comps. Their
initial understandings thus were not aligned with Sunny’s nor with faculty expectations.
Thus, at the very beginning stage of the Comps preparation, especially when preparing
handouts and presenting at the first group study meeting, the students summarized
reading sources by borrowing authors’ arguments and language verbatim to better
understand topics of choice. This was identical to what Dr. Min addressed as one of the
ways his Korean students borrowed sources to demonstrate their thorough understanding.
In addition, as they did in their home country, the participants attempted to prepare the
exam answers only in terms of comprehension. Although their perceptions were not
aligned with their actual practices nor with the UB faculty expectations, the students
nonetheless were aware of the notions of textual borrowing established based on moral
views and the need for paraphrasing and citing sources.
Interestingly, the participants’ textual borrowing practices in the process of the
Comps preparation revealed more complexities and dynamics. Although they all became
aware of the faculty expectations for the objectives of the exam and textual purposes of
source use, their responses differed depending on what traditions they relied on and what
choices they made. Going through their learning process, Eunju, Eunkyo and Hanju were
able to present their comprehension of and opinions about reading materials. In doing so,
they took a well-supported position and developed their educational applications and
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individual voice. They strove to meet the faculty expectations for textual borrowing by
constantly revising their Comps answers based on professors’ comments and thus
obtained textual strategies required for the exams. Moreover, they selectively employed
the L1 literacy conventions that they had brought from their home country. They used
those strategies to overcome their language difficulties to the extent that they could
develop and articulate their individual voice.
However, Sumin and Sunny made different choices. They, who had little
experience with revising papers in Korea, gave up this particular academic task. Instead,
Sumin adopted her own textual strategies, seeking no faculty comments on her Comps
answers and having a partial understanding of the faculty expectation for individual voice.
She got the wrong idea that she could achieve individual voice with the use of the first
person pronoun and rarely used reading sources within language teaching/learning
contexts, especially in the later phases of the exam preparation. In addition, she
developed outlines and brief summaries which were filled with authors’ language and
arguments as Dr. Min pointed out as one of his students’ literacy practices.
Sunny, who had a good grasp of the faculty expectation for individual voice, was
a different case because she may have concentrated more on producing polished essay
answers than on presenting her comprehensive understanding and voice. Although her
professors kept emphasizing that students needed to focus more on content than on
language, she spent a great amount of time in producing grammatically correct sentences
and phrasing which sounded academic, as seen in Rinnert and Kobayashi’s (2005) study
as well. In addition, she was discouraged with faculty feedback on her exam answer
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since she took it as a negative comment rather than as a suggestion. She gave up revising
her essays and decided to rely instead on the textual techniques of patchwriting and using
the first person pronoun.
In effect, all of the Korean participants passed the Comps while two non-Korean
students did not. As shown in Chapter 5 when I had a discussion on faculty expectations
at UB TESOL, the professors rated exam answers into three categories: fail, weak pass,
and strong pass. The quote “generally people who fail to answer two or more questions
or answer them incorrectly do fail the exam” (Written text, 11/01/2004) reveals that to
pass the exam, it was critical to comprehend the topics of choice. If students revealed
their comprehension, they might not fail even with lack of individual voice. In this
respect, with the accomplishment of the objective, students could pass even with a partial
understanding of the other objective of individual voice.
Going back to the participants’ performance in their actual exam answers, none
failed to demonstrate their precise and broad understanding of their essay topics.
Although Sumin and Sunny did not achieve their voice fully and developed textual
borrowing strategies which were not expected by the faculty, they nonetheless were able
to demonstrate their familiarity with the topics. Eunju, whose answers were marked with
a strong pass, was able to achieve the textual purposes by utilizing reading sources
strategically and appropriately as required in the particular situation. This was why her
success in accomplishing the textual purposes suggested that she grew as an informed
and independent professional going through this rite of passage. Although Eunkyo and
Hanju did not pass with distinction when all answers were ranked, it was assumed based
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on all the comments from the professors that they also accomplished the textual purposes
and academic goals.
Pedagogical Implications
My frustration with Korean graduate students’ inappropriate source use and their
different responses motivated me to study the topic of textual borrowing. Nonetheless,
since I did not have a good grasp of the complex and dynamic nature in the beginning of
this study, I had planned to examine what citation methods my participants would prefer
to use as I discussed in the quantitative component of the study in Chapter 7. When my
advisor asked me what insights I would be able to provide by studying the technical
behavior of a small number of students, I could not even understand his question at that
time. This faltering on my part was because my views were shaped on the basis of my
moral judgments: citing and paraphrasing sources were the ways that I could think of to
avoid inappropriate source use.
My views and understanding thus affected my teaching practices. Around the
time when I started this research, I began to teach ESL writing courses in the first-year
writing program. As I did with the Korean TESOL students at the Writing Center, I spent
almost the whole in-class workshop on textual borrowing by giving a moral lesson and
emphasizing documentation skills. As seen in Figure 8-1, the title of the handout Using
sources & plagiarism and the underlined phrases without giving credit and a form of theft
indicate that I aimed to reproduce my moral view. The section within the Roman number
III revealed that I regarded teaching in-text citations as a critical way for students to
avoid a “form of theft.”
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Using sources & Plagiarism
1. http://www.ub /writingcenter/
2. Current Issues and Enduring Questions
(263-265)

Any quote you include needs to be
adequately introduced by the
incorporation of a phrase such as:
1) Singer says/states/claims/argues/
asserts/maintains/ emphasizes/alleges
“the logic of speciesism is the apparent
in the practice of experiment on
nonhumans in order to benefit humans”
(204).
2) According to Singer, we should not
remove animals from their natural
habitat (207).
3) Thirdly, we should not remove
animals from their natural habitat
(Singer 207).
.
.
.

I. Why do I need to cite sources?
To avoid plagiarism
To give credit to the author
To show what you know
To support your argument
.
.
.
II. When do I need to cite a source?
1. You need to include a citation
anytime you include someone else’s
ideas or words in your own work.
2. Citing does not apply only to quotes.

V. What is plagiarism?

3. You do not need to cite
information that can be considered
common sense; if an average person
is probably aware of the fact in
question, you don’t need a citation.

1. Plagiarism is when you
knowingly use another person’s
words or ideas without giving credit
to him/her.
2. Plagiarism is a form of theft.
Failure to document your borrowing
is considered plagiarism. It can
result in a failing grade on a paper, a
failing grade for a course, and
possibly expulsion from the
University.

III. How do I cite a source?
1. Introducing your source:

Figure 8-1. My Handout: Workshop on Plagiarism & Source Use
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However, my understanding of textual borrowing and my teaching practices have
changed during the course of this study. The findings of this investigation and my
transition have yielded important educational implications for L2 student writers that
have led to their better understanding of the notions and conventions of textual borrowing
in U.S. academic contexts and to their growth as efficient and effective writers.
First of all, it is crucial to assist L2 students in becoming aware of textual
borrowing practices in their L1 contexts and the connections with their cultural traditions
and educational backgrounds. It is also imperative for them to realize how their L1
practices are similar to and/or different from those in U.S. academic settings. Thus,
rather than having moral-driven and technique-based workshops, I suggest that L2
teachers/tutors lead discussion-oriented activities first in order to raise students’
consciousness of similar/different norms and conventions of source use across different
cultures.
In my class, I initiate discussions by pointing out the title of the handout (see
Figure 8-2) and asking students whether they can “really borrow” reading sources. After
addressing the notions of textual borrowing related to the question, then I have students
answer the two true or false questions that I purposefully borrowed from Barks and
Watts’ (2001) list. Generally, students’ answers vary depending on when they left their
countries of origin and if they had writing experience there. No matter whether they see
more similarities or differences between L1 and L2 practices, the questions direct
students to the open question with which I can guide them to examine their own textual
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borrowing practices not only in my class but also in other classes. In this way, these
activities facilitate their understanding of source use in their situated academic settings.

Borrowing Text? Similar or Different?
True or False?

In your country

In the U.S.

1. Much academic writing involves
reading background information,
studies, and other sources related to
your topic.
2. It is acceptable to copy passages from
a source text and use them in your paper
without citation.

3. Have you noticed any difference in the ways you use texts by other authors in
your academic writing here in the United States with your writing in your own
country?
(The source of all three questions: Barks and Watts (2001)

Figure 8-2. My Handout: Borrowing Texts? Similar or Different?

Moreover, I have shown that my student participants tend to adopt complex and
dynamic modes of source use in relation to different textual purposes, functions,
strategies, and techniques. Although the modes and processes of source use are not
simple and fixed, many L2 writing teachers consider students’ writing as clear-cut.
According to Pourbaix (2000), teachers and administrators who view literacy as a set of
technique-driven writing skills already have a predetermined image of wrong, inadequate,
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or unsuccessful writing. Along the same line, if tutors, teachers, and administrators
regard L2 students’ textual borrowing as a set of static, prescribed skills, they are likely
to indicate students’ inappropriate source use solely as plagiarism. In other words, if
students do not quote, summarize, paraphrase, or document reading sources as expected,
they are likely to be treated as cheaters and have few chances to obtain pedagogical
support.
Therefore, it is crucial that we as educators change our perspectives on L2 English
students’ textual borrowing. Based on our newly evolved views, we should teach
students how academic goals and objectives are related to their source use. In doing so,
we should help them understand a different range of textual purposes, functions,
strategies, and techniques and incorporate source materials effectively.
After the workshop which focuses on cultural awareness, I have another
workshop in sequence. I start discussions by reminding my students of the program-wide
objectives that I have mentioned in the beginning of the semester. Especially, I revisit
the objectives which are closely related to textual borrowing: “In this course, you will
learn to connect multiple texts through an issue or an idea; identify authors’ key
arguments; create and defend arguments of one’s own.” Then, in order for the students to
figure out how to achieve the objectives, I provide a list that I have developed from this
dissertation research (see Figure 8-3) and explain the meaning of each component using
the essays that I have used for class discussions. As a subsequent activity, students are
asked to read a passage written by my former student (see Figure 8-4). By referring to
the list, they are required to consider how the student writer uses borrowed texts. After
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the individual work, they have a chance to check their answers with their group members
and gain a better understanding of textual features of source use.

How to Use Reading Sources
Categories

Components

Purposes of
Source Use

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

To identify authors’ arguments
To demonstrate your understanding of authors’ arguments
To construct and support your arguments
To defend your arguments

Functions of
Source Use

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

Calling readers’ attention
Providing definitions
Explaining concepts or points
Giving examples
Developing and supporting arguments
Evaluating arguments
Presenting counterarguments

Strategies of
Source Use

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

Borrowing authority
Placing borrowed texts in context
Making connections among readings
Relating authors’ argument to your own experience

Techniques of
Source Use

⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

Summarizing
Paraphrasing
Quoting
Patchwriting

Figure 8-3. My Handout: Textual Features 1
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Read the passage carefully and consider how each source is used.
Purposes Functions
First, capital punishment should be
forbidden because it is the government’s
responsibility to guard citizens’ safety before
bad things happen. Bruck reveals that a
correct way for the government to decrease
the rates of violent crimes is to take
preventive measures rather than justifying
capital punishment to penalize criminals
afterwards. Similarly, Williams argues that
there is “no relationship between capital
punishment and crime rate” (34). Rather, there
is higher criminal rate in countries where
capital punishment exists. Bedau exemplifies
an instance of two neighboring states: one has
no death penalty, Michigan, and the other has
capital punishment, Indiana, to show that,
having with the death penalty does not show a
consistently lower rate of criminal homicide…
Unlike Bruck, Williams and Bedau, yet,
Koch insists, “Government has rights that the
private individual does not” (579). He
believes it is the government’s responsibility
to execute killers. Although Koch’s argument
sounds right, nonetheless, I believe that the
government should work to prevent these
crimes from occurring. If death penalty does
not make contributions to deter crimes as
William and Bedau both show, it is
meaningless to show the government’s
functions by taking belated actions to punish
murderers because nothing can be changed,
and the belated effect unveils the
government’s incapable statecrafts. Thus,
“death penalty is the justifiable frustration and
rage of people who see that government is not
coping with violent crime” (Bruck 584).

Figure 8-4. My Handout: Textual Features 2
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Strategies

Here, I will account for the teaching implications related to the textual techniques
that have been focused on by teachers/tutors in the L2 writing discipline. As my
participants demonstrated, L2 students seem to be familiar with the writing tasks of
summarizing and paraphrasing because these are the most frequently taught writing skills.
However, since these students have few opportunities to gain writing instruction in their
home country, they are unlikely to be equipped with adequate skills when they study in
U.S. academic settings. In this respect, I suggest that we should hold workshops to help
students not only understand the deeper meaning of summaries and paraphrasing but also
acquire actual skills.
In my class, I first help students understand the notions using the handout (see
Figure 8-5). As mentioned, they seem to have no difficulties in understanding what
summarizing and paraphrasing are, and how and why they should fulfill these writing
tasks.
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Summarizing and Paraphrasing
Summarizing

Paraphrasing

What?

A true summary
accurately states the gist,
the essential thesis or
claim or point of the
original.

A paraphrasing is a word-byword or phrase-by-phrase
reworking of a text, a sort of
translation of the authors’
language into your own.

How
long?

A summary is much
shorter than the original.

A paraphrase is as long as the
original or even longer.

How?

When you summarize, you
are standing back, saying
very briefly what the
whole adds up to; you are
seeing the forest, not the
individual trees.

When you paraphrase, you are
inching through the forest,
scrutinizing each tree, i.e.,
finding a synonym for almost
every word in the original, in an
effort to make sure that you
know exactly what you are
dealing with.

Why?

Writing a summary will
help you and your reader
understand the content and
see the strengths and
weaknesses of the piece.

1. The process for successful
paraphrasing helps you
understand the full meaning of
the original piece.
2. You may want to paraphrase
an important text, which is
obscure to your reader, before
going on to make your own
point about the author’s point.

(Source: Current Issues and Enduring Questions)

Figure 8-5. My Handout: Summarizing and Paraphrasing 1
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However, they are not able to actualize what they understand. In this case, I
suggest using a sample guide of how to summarize and paraphrase, as displayed in Figure
8-6. In general, since students demonstrate that paraphrasing is more difficult than
summarizing, it would be more effective for them to consider the useful strategies from
the reading sample and take notes about what they find in the table on the handout. After
this, I provide them with several short statements and ask them to paraphrase the given
statements. If any of the students are competent at these tasks, I ask them to post their
paraphrases on the blackboard and discuss their strategies in the following class. If none
of the students display competency, I supply student paraphrasing as examples from my
former classes and help them figure out effective and ineffective strategies. By
understanding the deeper meanings and strategies of such textual techniques as
paraphrasing as well as summarizing, they are more likely to be equipped with writing
skills and utilize them when incorporating reading sources to accomplish their textual
purposes.
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Let half a dozen of the prestigious Universities—Chicago, Stanford, the
Ivy League—abolish grading, and use testing only and entirely for pedagogic
purposes as teachers see fit.
Anyone who knows the frantic temper of the present schools will
understand the transvaluation of values that would be effected by this modest
innovation. For most of the students, the competitive grade has come to be the
essence. The naïve teacher points to be the beauty of the subject and the
ingenuity of the research; the shrewd student asks if he is responsible for that
on the final exam. (Paul Goodman, A Proposal to Abolish Grading)

Summary
Even though some top universities used tests only to help students to learn,
students would not stop worrying about grades and might not share the
teacher’s interest in the beauty of the subject.
Paraphrase
Suppose some of the top university—such as Chicago, Stanford,
Harvard, and Yale, and whatever other schools are in the Ivy League—
stopped using grades and used tests only in order to help students to learn.
Everyone who is aware of the hysterical mood in schools today will
understand the enormous change in views of what is good and bad that
would come about by this small change. At present, instructors, unworldly
folk, talk about how beautiful their subjects are, but smart students know
that grades are what count, so they listen to instructors only if they know
that the material the instructor is talking about will be on the exam.
(Source: Current Issues and Enduring Questions)
Paraphrasing Strategies
Effective strategies

Ineffective strategies

1. Including the author’s main points

1. Deleting the author’s main points

2. Maintaining his tone

2.

3.

3.

4.

4.

5.

Figure 8-6. My handout: Summarizing and Paraphrasing 2
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Suggestions for Further Research
As I noted in Chapter 1, many of the anecdotal and research studies focused
exclusively on Chinese students in U.S. institutions and on either their traditional culture
or L2 writing context. Pointing to the limited scope of the current scholarship, I
investigated Korean graduate students’ perceptions and practices of source use in the
Master’s program in the U.S. by exploring their L1 traditions and L2 contextual elements.
In doing so, I was able to insist that the issues of textual borrowing cross over national
and linguistic boundaries by providing not only empirical evidence rather than solely
inferences about practices in the participants’ country of origin, but also a comprehensive
understanding of L2 English students’ textual borrowing. In this way, I was also able to
expand the research scope of textual borrowing.
Nonetheless, since this study was limited to a small number of Korean graduate
students in a particular discipline, I cannot offer a more general view on the complexities
and dynamics or on the connections between academic objectives and textual features. In
this regard, I would like to suggest a future study which starts with a larger number of L2
English students who come from diverse cultural, national, and language backgrounds
and are situated in different disciplines. Using a questionnaire which includes both closeended and open-ended questions, the researcher will gather a wider range of views on the
cultural and situational factors of textual borrowing. The findings through the
questionnaire can serve as a base for a qualitative study with a small number of students
about focal inquiries that are founded. In this way, the qualitative research will enable us
not only to look at cross-cultural understanding of source use, but also to better
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understand the connections of source use with multiple academic goals and objectives
and situational components across the disciplines. On the basis of this suggested research,
we can better understand the complex and dynamic nature of L2 students’ textual
borrowing and provide them with more practical suggestions.
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APPENDIX A
CONSENT FORM
Korean student participants in the TESOL program
Title: Korean second language writers’ negotiation of the challenges and selfrepresentation of their identities in a TESOL program
Researcher:
Eun Sook Rhee, Curriculum, Instruction and Technology in Education (CITE), College
of Education, Temple University, xxx-xxx-xxxx
Advisor:
Dr. Eli, Goldblatt, English, College of Liberal Art, xxx-xxx-xxxx
Purposes of Research:
Recently, the presence of a growing number of Korean international students has been
observed in American educational settings in general and in TESOL programs in
particular. However, there are few in-depth studies that explore their achievement and
difficulties, and the way they negotiate expectations for academic literacy that might be
different from those in Korea. Besides, many of the elements the student population
brings with from their home culture have been highlighted negatively.
In this respect, focusing on Korean graduate students in a TESOL program who prepare
themselves for the comprehensive examination, this study is to investigate how they use
their knowledge and experience of writing in their home country, negotiate challenges
resulted from literacy norms and conventions that they have not been accustomed to, and
represent themselves as writers and teaching candidates. In addition, this study will elicit
pedagogical implications to assist ESL graduate students in being efficient writers and
professionals in the disciplines that they belong to.
Methods of Research:
I understand that three types of data will be collected during the two semesters in the
2004-2005 academic year. In terms of the first type of data, the master’s meetings in the
TESOL program and every meeting of the study group will be observed and the
observational data will be stored as fieldnotes. In addition, my individual conferences
with the professors and tutoring sessions in the University Writing Center will be
observed, audiotaped and transcribed, whenever occurred.
Second, I will be asked to provide my final papers written in each of the courses, the
language learning/teaching history paper written in SLA, and essays/outlines/handouts
written for the comprehensive exam. The papers will be provided for the researcher
before the exam and the essays/outlines/handouts after the exam. Then, the researcher
will make copies of the written products and return them to me in a week.
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Third, I will be interviewed twice or three times in each of the fall and spring semesters,
and each interview will be one-hour-long, and audiotaped and transcribed.
The procedures of the research have been explained to me by the researcher. Any
questions that I may have concerning the study will be answered at any time during the
working days by calling xxx-xxx-xxxx.
Selection of Participants:
In this study, the main participants are Korean international graduate students in the
Teaching English to Other Language Speakers (TESOL) program in the department of
Curriculum, Instruction and Technology in Education (CITE) in the College of Education
at Temple University. I understand that I, as a Korean international graduate student, will
participate in this study on a volunteer basis.
I also understand that I may participate, if I am willing to, but there are no consequences
at all if I refuse to. Besides, I can withdraw from this research study at any time without
penalty or prejudice. To insure confidentiality, my name will be replaced with a
pseudonym in any written reports of the collected data.
I understand that I will not obtain any financial compensation participating in this
research. However, I may be able to better understand the nature and culture of the
TESOL program and the ways I can meet the professors’ expectations for the essays
being prepared for the comprehensive exam.
Questions about your rights as a participant:
If there is any question about my rights as a participant, it may be directed to Mr. Richard
Throm, Office of the Vice Provost for Research, Institutional Review Board, Temple
University, 3425 N. Carlisle Street, Philadelphia, PA, 19140, phone 215- 707-8757.
Consent:
Signing my name below indicates that I have read and understand of the contents of this
Content Form and that I agree to take part in this study.

_____________________
Participant’s Name

__________________
Researcher’s name

_________________________
My signature

______________________
Researcher’s signature
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_______________
Date

_____________
Date

Faculty in the TESOL program

Title: Korean second language writers’ negotiation of the challenges and selfrepresentation of their identities in a TESOL program
Researcher:
Eun Sook Rhee, Curriculum, Instruction and Technology in Education (CITE), College
of Education, Temple University, xxx-xxx-xxxx
Advisor:
Dr. Eli, Goldblatt, English, College of Liberal Art, xxx-xxx-xxxx
Purposes of Research:
Recently, the presence of a growing number of Korean international students has been
observed in American educational settings in general and in TESOL programs in
particular. However, there are few in-depth studies that explore their achievement and
difficulties, and the way they negotiate expectations for academic literacy that might be
different from those in Korea. Besides, many of the elements the student population
brings with from their home culture have been highlighted negatively.
In this respect, focusing on Korean graduate students in a TESOL program who prepare
themselves for the comprehensive examination, this study is to investigate how they use
their knowledge and experience of writing in their home country, negotiate challenges
resulted from literacy norms and conventions that they have not been accustomed to, and
represent themselves as writers and teaching candidates. In addition, this study will elicit
pedagogical implications to assist ESL graduate students in being efficient writers and
professionals in the disciplines that they belong to.
Interview and Observation
I understand that I will have a one-hour-long interview in the fall semester of 2004. I
authorize the researcher to audiotape me and transcribe the tape(s). I have been informed
that the interview is about my expectations for the essays prepared for the comprehensive
examination in the TESOL program and the ways I evaluate the participant students’
written products. In addition to the interview, I understand that, if occurred, my advising
sessions with the students will be observed, audiotaped, and transcribed as well.
I understand I voluntarily consent to the interview and observation(s) with no financial
compensation. I also understand that I can withdraw my consent at any time without
penalty or prejudice. To insure confidentiality, my name will be replaced with a
pseudonym in any written reports of the collected data.
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Questions about your rights as a participant:
If there is any question about my rights as an interviewee, it may be directed to Mr.
Richard Throm, Office of the Vice Provost for Research, Institutional Review Board,
Temple University, 3425 N. Carlisle Street, Philadelphia, PA, 19140, phone 215-7078757.
Consent:
Signing my name below indicates that I have read and understand of the contents of this
Content Form and that I agree to take part in the interview.

_____________________
Participant’s Name

__________________
Researcher’s name

_________________________
My signature

______________________
Researcher’s signature
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_______________
Date

_____________
Date

Professionals in TESOL/English Education in Korea

Title: Korean second language writers’ negotiation of the challenges and selfrepresentation of written identities in learning academic writings in a TESOL program
Researcher:
Eun Sook Rhee, Curriculum, Instruction and Technology in Education (CITE), College
of Education, Temple University, xxx-xxx-xxxx
Advisors:
Dr. Eli, Goldblatt, English, College of Liberal Art, xxx-xxx-xxxx
Purposes of Research:
Recently, the number of Korean international students has dramatically increased in
American educational settings in general and in TESOL programs in particular. However,
there are few in-depth studies that explore their achievement and difficulties, and the way
they negotiate expectations in writing academic papers in the discipline. Besides, many of
the elements the student population brings with from their home culture have been
highlighted negatively.
In this respect, this study is to investigate how Korean graduate students in a TESOL
program use their knowledge and experience of writing in their home country, negotiate
challenges in the process of learning English academic writing, and present themselves as
writers and teaching candidates. In addition, this study will elicit pedagogical
implications on the basis of the findings to assist ESL graduate students in being efficient
writers in the disciplines that they belong to.
Interview:
I understand that I will have an interview with the researcher, which will be audiotaped
and transcribed. I have been informed that the interview will be used as background
information of the study. As a professional in TESOL or English Education in Korea, I
will be asked about my teaching and writing experience and assessment practices.
I voluntarily consent to have the interview. In addition, I understand that there are no
consequences at all if I refuse to answer any particular questions and I can withdraw my
consent at any time during the interview without penalty or prejudice. To insure
confidentiality, my name and the name of the institution where I work will be replaced
with pseudonyms in any written reports of the collected data.
I understand that there will be no financial compensation for the interview(s). By
informing my knowledge on and experience of writing in Korea, instead, I may be able to
contribute to the TESOL field that cultivates linguistically, culturally diverse learners and
teachers.
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Questions about your rights as a participant:
If there is any question about my rights as an interviewee, it may be directed to Mr.
Richard Throm, Office of the Vice Provost for Research, Institutional Review Board,
Temple University, 3425 N. Carlisle Street, Philadelphia, PA, 19140, phone 215-7078757.
Consent:
Signing my name below indicates that I have read and understand of the contents of this
Content Form and that I agree to take part in the interview.

_____________________
Participant’s Name

__________________
Researcher’s name

_________________________
My signature

______________________
Researcher’s signature
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_______________
Date

_____________
Date

APPENDIX B
PERMISSION TO AUDIOTAPE

Researcher’s Name: Eun Sook Rhee
Department: Curriculum, Instruction and Technology in Education (CITE)
Project Title: Korean second language writers’ negotiation of the challenges and selfrepresentation of written identities in learning academic writings in a TESOL program

Participant: __________________________________________________
Date: _______________________________________________________
Log #: ______________________________________________________
I give Eun Sook Rhee permission to audiotape me. This audiotape will be used only for
RESEARCH. This audiotape will be used as a part of a research project, Korean writers’
negotiation of challenges and self-representation in TESOL academic papers. I have
already signed the Consent Form. At no time will my name be used.

WHEN WILL I BE AUDIOTAPED?
I agree to be audiotaped during the time period: August 2004 to July 2005.
HOW LONG WILL THE TAPES BE USED?
I give permission for these tapes to be used from August 2004 to July 2009. After
completion of the study in July 2006, the data generated from the tapes will be stored for
three (3) years from August 2006 to July 2009.
WHAT IF I CHANGE MY MIND?
I understand that I withdraw my permission at any time. Upon my request, the
audiotape(s) will no longer be used. This will not affect my care or relation with the
researcher, Eun Sook Rhee in any way.
OTHER
I understand that I will not be paid for being audiotaped or for the use of the audiotapes.
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FOR FURTHER INFORMATION
If I want more information about the audiotape(s), or if I have questions or concerns at
any time, I can contact:
Researcher’s name: Eun Sook Rhee
Department: Curriculum, Instruction and Technology in Education
Address: 1301 Cecil B. Moore Avenue
Philadelphia, PA 19122 USA
Phone: xxx-xxx-xxxx
Email: xxxx@xxxxxx.xxx
This form will be placed in my records and a copy will be kept by the person named
above. A copy will be given to me.
Please Print
Participant’s Name:
_______________________________________________________________________
Address:
_______________________________________________________________________
Phone:
_______________________________________________________________________
Email Address:
_______________________________________________________________________
Participant’s signature:
_______________________________________________________________________
Date:
________________________________________________________________________
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APPENDIX C
EUNJU’S FIRST DRAFT OF THE SECOND ESSAY
Brian Street has coined the terms “autonomous” and “ideological” in describing different
perspectives on what literacy is. Describe these two perspectives on literacy. What would
each of these perspectives have to say about the teaching of writing skills? What are
some tangible ways that these perspectives could influence writing instruction in the
classroom?
Street (1984) coined the term, “autonomous model of literacy” to refer to the
perspective that sees literacy as a discrete and independent skill of reading/writing which
is separate from surrounding social context. Scholars like Goody & Watt (1968) and
Olson (1977) represent this view on literacy. According to this model of literacy, written
text is originated from oral language, but has its own features such as permanence,
distance from interlocutor, etc. Therefore, text is autonomous in itself. The proponents of
autonomous model of literacy distinguish literacy from orality, and argue literacy benefit
one’s cognitive development. They set skill levels in literacy acquisition and adopt
literacy/illiteracy dichotomy in each level.
What autonomous model of literacy implies in educational context is mastering of
each level which gears toward individual cognitive development. Students who are
diagnosed as illiterate on a certain level work to acquire literacy of that level, and at the
same time, develop corresponding level of cognitive process. Once the students master
that level, thus become literate on that level, they move on to the next level. Accordingly,
standardized tests are emphasized to measure the students’ achievement and to decide if
they have mastered a certain level of literacy.
A disputable point of autonomous model of literacy identified by scholars such as
Street (1984), McKay (1996) is that it separates literacy from the surrounding social
context. Disagreeing with this view, Street (1984) suggests “ideological model of
literacy.” He contends that literacy is not a skill confined to individual cognitive process,
but social and cultural practices which contributes to maintenance of or challenge to
power. Thus, the meaning of literacy differs according to the social context where it takes
place. He argues literacy is not a discrete skill- it often overlap or mix with oral language;
literacy is not an individual activity- it can be enacted as a collaborative practice in a
community; literacy does not always involve one (dominant) language- it can take place
in different languages.
The central issue in this model in terms of pedagogy is that students should be
equipped with the ability of critical thinking through literacy development. As McKay
(1996) suggests, ideological model of literacy in ESL class integrates issues about social
order in regard with gender, economy, race, etc. In addition, as literacy is a social
practice, she suggests literacy practice in class should involve different roles in
collaborative literacy practices and students’ literacy tradition.
Literacy education in ESL class has tended to deal with autonomous model of
literacy, that is, as a discrete skill. Students has practiced and been tested literacy skills
separate from other skills such as speaking and listening. Their goal has been to acquire
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the same level of literacy in target language which mainstream students have acquired.
However, considering most ESL students are engaged in bilingual literacy in their real
life, we need to draw ideological model of literacy into ESL classroom. Integration of
literacy and other communication channel; introducing students’ L1 culture; collaborative
work can be the ways to do it. For example, students can read a written text and discuss
the social order reflected in it. Or, students can work as a group on a project, and have
oral presentation. A poster using pictures, graphs, etc.; e-mail, and electronic bulletin
board can be a good way to integrate visual and electronic literacies. To introduce
students’ L1 culture, group work consisting of students from different L1 cultures can
serve to raise their awareness of various cultures and perspectives.

339

APPENDIX D
TOPICS OF PARTICIPANTS’ READY-MADE ESSAYS

II

III

IV

Eunju

Eunkyo

Hanju

Sumin

Sunny

Critical period
hypothesis (E)
A five stage
model of SLA
(O)
Interlanguage
pragmatics (E)

Paradigm shift
(E)
Interactional
competence (E)

Paradigm shift
(E)
A five Stage
model of SLA
(E)
Critical period
hypothesis (E)

Critical period
hypothesis (B)
Paradigm Shift
(Half E & O)

Critical period
hypothesis (E)
Voice & right
to speak (E)

Crosslinguistic
influence (E)
L2 user
standard (E)
No child left
behind (E)
Code switching
& L1 use (E)
Ideological
perspective (E)
Suprasegmental
information
(X-Modifed)
Intercultural
communication
(O)
Importance of
intonation (O)

CS & L1 Use in
Class (E)
L2 user
standard (E)

L2 user
standard (E)
CS & L1 Use in
Class (E)
Continua of
Biliteracy (E)

Language
variation (E)

Suprasegmental
information
(X-Modifed)
Consciousness
Raising in
Pragmatics (E)
Listening as
projective skills
(E)
Importance of
intonation (E)

Conversation
convention (E)
Importance of
intonation (E)

Listening as
projective skills
(E)

V

Textual
borrowing (O)
Bilingualism &
ESL (O)
Critical
Pedagogy (E1)
Critical
Pedagogy (E2)

Content-based
instruction (E)
Textual
borrowing (E)
Genre
Approach (B)

Principles of
pronunciation
teaching(E)
Content-Based
Instruction (E)
Feedback (E)
Vocabulary &
reading (E)
Genre approach
(E)

Note. (E): essay, (O): outline, (B): both essay and outline
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Analysis of
Leaner
Language (B)
Voice & right
to speak (O)
L2 user
standard (B)
CS & L1 Use in
Class (B)
Research &
Teaching (B)
Bilingualism
& SLA (B)
Language
variation (B)
Intercultural
communication
(O)
CBI (O)

L2 user
standard (E)
CS & L1 Use in
Class (X-E)
Bilingualism
(E)

Suprasegmental
information
(X-Modifed)
Conversation
conventions (E)
Difficulties in
listening (E)

Principles of
pronunciation
teaching(O)

Vocabulary &
reading (B)
Feedback (O)
Textual
borrowing (O)

Vocabulary &
reading (E)
Textual
borrowing (E)

APPENDIX E
SUMIN’S ESSAY
Krashen, Long and Scarcella (1979) maintain younger learners tend eventually to
achieve greater proficiency have admitted that older learners initially acquire a new
language more rapidly. Johnson and Newport (1989) investigate whether there was a
relation between age of acquisition and ultimate performance in grammar of a L2 with
Chinese and Korean speakers. They show the result that children have an average over
adults in acquiring a L2. Language learning ability slowly declines as the human matures
and plateaus at a low level after puberty. Patkowski (1980) also made similar
conclusions after investigating written languages by 67 immigrants to the U.S. In case of
phonology, Oyama (1976) mentions that pronunciation is one area where they younger-is
better assumption may have validity.
The other researchers, however, show counter evidences of age effect. Ioup et al.
(1994) maintains that talent or aptitude affects more in adult language learning than age,
showing a case of Julie, who acquired native-like proficiency in an untutored learning
context after the critical period. Bongaerts, Planken and Schils (1995) introduce a group
of Dutch speakers of English who are indistinguishable from native speakers. Wes in the
Schmidts’ research (1983) also achieved communicative competence without formal
instruction.
In conclusion, I argue that age may influence language learning, but primarily
because it is associated with social, psychological, educational, and other factors that can
affect L2 proficiency, not because of any critical period that limits the possibility of
language learning by adults. I think learning strategies should be different depending on
learners’ age, as Marinova-Todd, Marshall, and Snow (2000) argue, “age differences
reflect differences in the situation of learning rather than in capacity to learn”. Thus, I
argue that adult learners should learn a L2 in a different way from children’s because of
their cognitive level and language processing. (10/11/04)
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APPENDIX F
TEXTUAL STRATEGIES IN EUNKYO’S ESSAY

Participants’ Essays

Textual strategies to achieve individual voice

1

-Teaching experience in her Korean class in the USA

Paradigm shift

and implications for the class

2

Interactional

-Implications applicable in tutoring elder Korean

competence

immigrants

3

L2 user standard

- Implications in her Korean class

4

Code-switching

-Her concern in the Korean class

& L1 use

5

Language variation

-Implications applicable for elder Korean immigrants

6

Conversation

-General implication

convention

7

Content-based

-Her tutoring experience with a Chinese elder woman

instruction

8

Textual borrowing

-Personal implications
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APPENDIX G
TEXTUAL STRATEGIES IN HANJU’S ESSAY

Participants’ Essays

Textual strategies to achieve individual voice

1

Paradigm shift

- A generic conclusion

2

A 5 stage model

- A general discussion (“the teacher”)

of SLA

3

L2 user standard

- Implications in her future classroom in Korea,

4

Code-switching

- Contextualized discussion on the topic in Korea

& L1 use

5

Suprasegmentals

-Implications in her future teaching context,
supported by her reflection on her learning

6

Pragmatics

- Implications in her future teaching context in which
she explains the characteristics of Korean learners

7

Content-based
instruction

- Implications in her future teaching context,
elaborated with her rationale for choosing particular
texts

8

Written feedback

- Rationale supported by her learning experience in
Korea and America and references
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APPENDIX H
LENGTH OF ACTUAL ESSAYS
Participants’ comp essays

Eunju

# of the Words

1

Critical period hypothesis

463

2

A 5 stage model of SLA

419

3

L2 user standard

403

4

No Child Left Behind Act

471

5

Suprasegmentals

500

6

Intercultural communication

379

7

Textual borrowing

560

8

English-only policy

265
3460 (432.5)

Eunkyo

1

Paradigm shift

479

2

Interactional competence

396

3

L2 user standard

315

4

Codeswitching & L1 use

426

5

Language variation

481

6

Conversation convention

244

7

Content-based instruction

432

8

Textual borrowing

304
3077 (384.6)

1

Hanju

Paradigm shift

470

2

A 5 stage model of SLA

497

3

L2 user standard

621

4

Codeswitching & L1 use

438

5

Suprasegmentals

440

6

Pragmatics

488

7

Content-based instruction

425

8

Written feedback

495
3874 (484.3)
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APPENDIX H
(Continued)
Participants’ comp essays

Sumin

# of the Words

1

Critical period hypothesis

264

2

Paradigm shift

284

3

L2 user standard

302

4

Codeswitching & L1 use

223

5

Language variation

318

6

Intercultural communication

240

7

Vocabulary & reading

288

8

Written feedback

255
2174 (271.8)

Sunny

1

Critical period hypothesis

351

2

Identity, power & right

497

3

L2 user standard

388

4

Codeswitching & L1 use

886

5

Suprasegmentals

546

6

Conversation convention

536

7

Vocabulary & reading

377

8

Textual borrowing

481
4062 (507.75)
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APPENDIX I
PARTICIPANTS’ TEXTUAL BORROWING
Citations

Functions
C4

F1

F2

F3

Eunju

C3

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Critical period hypothesis
A 5 stage model of SLA
L2 user standard
No Child Left Behind Act
Suprasegmentals
Intercultural communication
Textual borrowing
English-only policy

13
18
8
10
19
8
13
6

(7)
(1)
(3)
(5)
(6)
(3)
(4)
(6)

7
1
3
6
10
2
9
4

5
0
0
0
6
2
0
2

1
0
3
0
2
2
0
0

0
17
2
4
1
2
4
0

1
2
2
1
7
1
2
1

4
16
6
2
10
3
5
0

8
0
0
7
2
4
6
5

Eunkyo

C2

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Paradigm shift
Interactional competence
L2 user standard
Codeswitching & L1 use
Language variation
Conversation convention
Content-based instruction
Textual borrowing

13 (8)
8 (2)
7 (5)
5 (3)
10 (5)
11 (3)
14 (6)
9 (4)

3
1
0
1
0
3
3
3

6
1
3
4
6
1
5
3

0
0
0
0
0
1
0
2

4
6
4
0
4
6
6
1

0
2
0
1
0
1
1
1

13
4
7
4
5
10
7
7

0
2
0
0
5
0
6
1

Hanju

C1

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Paradigm shift
A 5 stage model of SLA
L2 user standard
Codeswitching & L1 use
Suprasegmentals
Pragmatics
Content-based instruction
Written feedback

14 (4)
18 (4)
20 (3)
6 (3)
7 (3)
8 (2)
7 (6)
7 (3)

5
6
9
5
4
3
3
2

0
0
0
0
0
1
4
2

4
0
5
0
1
1
0
1

5
12
6
1
2
3
0
2

0
1
2
0
2
1
1
0

14
15
12
0
4
5
1
3

0
2
6
6
1
2
5
4

Sumin

Participants’ actual comp essays

# of
Source
uses

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Critical period hypothesis
Paradigm shift
L2 user standard
Codeswitching & L1 use
Language variation
Intercultural communication
Vocabulary & Reading
Written feedback

10 (8)
14 (5)
12 (4)
7 (1)
3 (1)
5 (1)
11 (6)
6 (2)

8
4
4
1
1
1
6
2

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

2
1
2
5
2
3
4
4

0
9
6
1
0
1
1
0

1
1
1
3
1
1
1
1

8
13
10
4
2
4
10
4

1
0
1
0
0
0
0
1
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APPENDIX I
(Continued)

Sunny

Participants’ actual comp essays
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8

Critical period hypothesis
Identity, power & right
L2 user standard
Codeswitching & L1 use
Suprasegmentals
Conversation convention
Vocabulary & Reading
Textual borrowing

# of
Source
uses
8 (5)
10 (6)
12 (3)
8 (3)
5 (3)
8 (2)
7 (4)
9 (4)
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Citations

Functions

C1

C2

C3

C4

F1

F2

F3

2
5
5
5
3
4
4
5

3
1
0
3
2
1
3
4

0
3
1
0
0
0
0
0

3
1
6
0
0
3
0
0

2
3
2
1
1
3
2
1

2
3
8
1
3
4
3
6

4
4
2
6
1
1
2
2

