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ABSTRACT

INSTRUCTOR AND INTERNATIONAL STUDENT PERCEPTIONS OHRAINSTREAM

AND INTERNATIONAL-ONLY SECTIONS OF COLLEGE COMPOSIDN

Abstract: Research has shown that NNSE may fagggles in American college
composition classrooms that NSE typically do ndte3e struggles can stem from differences
between L1 and L2 writing, different cultural arldssroom expectations, and instructors who
may be unfamiliar with the difficulties that NNS&ck. Because of these struggles, debate has
arisen as to the best instructional setting for ENiScomposition programs. This study sought
to explore and compare the experiences of intematistudents in two instructional settings: 1)
international-only sections and 2) mainstream elgisklainstream instructor experiences were
also explored and compared with international sttgl@xperiences. Experiences were explored
using a mixed-method approach with surveys andhviie@s and may help identify why students
chose a particular instructional setting. Instrugterceptions of international students’
experiences contrasted from students’ experiemce®st areas explored. Results suggest that
international students should consider whether teelycomfortable working with and being
assessed alongside NSE when making their enrollaiemte. Mainstream instructors should
consider using more pair than group work and pm@widining in peer review when there are
international students enrolled in their classalyn the composition program should consider
providing additional training on working with L2 wers for instructors who are interested and

explore the possibility of developing a “mixed” cpasition class.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

International students entering college compasitiasses come from a variety of
backgrounds. Most of these students enter uniyezgtier directly from their home country or
after first enrolling in Intensive English Progra(hisPs). Because students may have different
educational experiences before enrolling in uniyedasses, “the educational background
differences among second-language students in Efibgvclassrooms can be especially
diverse” (Reid, 2006, p. 76). As a result, inteioval students in writing classrooms can vary
considerably in terms of their language proficignasiting ability, and classroom expectations.

Composition classes are a common requirement®f Wwhiversities for both international
and non-international students. The U.S. compasitlassroom may pose problems for some
international students as many composition instnsobbserve that international students may
not have the language skills necessary for writingn academic context, leaving instructors
uncertain about the place of language instructiaimé@ composition classroom (Coxhead &
Byrd, 2007). International students may also halditeonal issues when it comes to writing in
English that go beyond linguistic difficulties. Oreason international students may find
themselves unprepared for the college writing ctamss is that high scores (80 or above) on the
Test of English as a Foreign Language (TOEFL) “dbnecessarily imply writing expertise”
(Angelova & Riazantseva, 1999, p. 521), but insteay simply indicate an understanding of
the English language. As a result, additional irgton in writing conventions for an American
academic setting may be necessary for many inienatstudents.

Another reason for international students’ streggh composition classes may be due to
differences in writing instruction and expectatiaisan ESL writing class, either in their home

country or at IEPs in the U.S., and the instruclonethods and expectations of a college



composition class. Non-native speakers of EndMWSE) may find that what they learned in
their IEP doesn’t necessarily conform to what thegexpected to produce in the college
composition classroom. For example, writing a fpaeagraph essay is often taught in many ESL
classes and IEPs, but is often rejected in colegeposition classes as these classes strive to
teach students more sophisticated ways of preggtitair ideas (Atkinson & Ramanathan,

1995). As international students enter college amsitpn classrooms, they are faced both with
language challenges as well as composition skdlllehges. For example, international students
may struggle with different forms of words. Thew aften comfortable using the base forms of
verbs that occur frequently in academic writingt, imay be less familiar with the inflectional
forms; these inflectional forms can occur moremfteacademic writing than the base form,
causing international students to struggle withdaoaic writing (Coxhead & Byrd, 2007).
Additionally, international students may find iffesult to organize their ideas in a way that is
consistent with American expectations of essayctire and organization (Matsuda, 2006a). As
a result, composition programs may find that ireéional students are faced with challenges and
needs that differ from the writing needs of naspeakers of English (NSE).

Unfortunately, many universities do not have #®ources available to provide separate
writing instruction for international students athé@refore, international students are often placed
in classes with NSE. Other universities providessaie composition classes for L2 writers,
which may address some of their specific needaragulage learners, but may put them at a
disadvantage later when they enter mainstream rtgifyelasses where they must then work
with and compete with NSE.

As more and more international students enter tuhiersities, English departments

must decide where to place international student®@mposition classrooms. Traditionally,



NNSE are typically placed in one of three compoasittlass options: 1) classes with NSE, called
“mainstreaming”; 2) developmental writing classas3) international-only composition classes.
Part of the challenge in placement faced by unityeEnglish departments has to do with the
difference in writing styles, strategies, and coempily of L2 writers when compared to L1
writers. When international students are enrolfedasses with NSE, they may not receive the
kind of instruction necessary to address the sigdaiiguage and composition challenges they
face. Also, if time is taken to address these SSNSE may find this kind of instruction
unnecessary and even be offended by this typestiiction. In addition, some international
students may resent being placed in developmenmitihgvclasses or international-only sections,
believing that these sections may be too easy ahdat help them adequately develop their
academic writing skills. Finally, many instructasmainstream composition courses may not
have experience working with international studemts face the challenge of working with
students who are writing in a language other thair hative tongue.

Instructors in mainstream or developmental class&gfind that they are unaware of the
struggles specific to international students. Akil(#992) points out, “teaching writing to ESL
students is not radically different from teachingting to native English speakers (...) but ESL
studentsare different from native students, and in ways natessarily predictable (...)” (italics
added for emphasis) (p. xIhternational students often produce writing tisdess fluent than
NSE writers, may struggle with content developmant contain errors that NSE writing
typically does not.

The placement of international students may aésa@ megative consequences for the
assessment of their writing. Instructors may beddavhen it comes to the evaluation of

international students’ writing, although they nrat be aware of their biases. They may expect



that international students who are enrolled iheg@-level courses should have writing that is
equivalent or nearly equivalent to that of NSE #adbin the same courses and may assess
NNSE lower than NSE based on that assumption (Mats2006a). Placement in international-
only composition classes may address, or at leagfate, some of these issues.

Matsuda (1999), in his review of the history ofrgaosition classes and treatment of
international students in those classes, pointshatiteven if students enroll in ESL writing
courses prior to enrolling in college compositidasses, “the unique difficulties that ESL writers
encounter (...) are not likely to disappear completdler a semester (...) of additional language
instruction” and that students “may not be familath the culturally constructed values and
expectations” of the American English composititassroom (p. 715). Matsuda (2006a) further
argues that the current state of the college copo€lassroom assumes that all students “are
native English speakers by default” and that ircdtns may be “unprepared for second-language
writers who enroll in mainstream composition cosfg. 637). Mainstream composition
instructors may be at a loss of how to deal withgpecific challenges of L2 writers or may not
even be aware that problems exist, placing intevnal students at a disadvantage in comparison
to their native speaker counterparts.

Because international students often have diftareads in a composition classroom as
compared to NSE writers, a debate has emergedths tgpe of instructional setting that may be
most beneficial for international students. Songaarthat mainstream classes are a good option
because they can provide benefits to both NNSEedlsaw NSE, such as authentic language
exposure for NNSE and cross-cultural learning fathlgroups (Healy & Hall, 1994; Matsuda &
Silva, 1999). Most research, however, suggestdgnterhational student-specific writing and

classroom needs can best be addressed in a colmpasiss composed of only international



students with an instructor who is knowledgeablehantypes of struggles faced by NNSE. In
addition to specific studies that have identified benefits and drawbacks to mainstream versus
international-only composition classes, other gtsdiave identified differences and struggles of
international and ESL students in both content@mrdposition classes.

As more international students enter institutiohkigher education in the U.S., they may
find themselves struggling to understand the extiects and requirements of this context. One
area that may be particularly challenging is inaréigo writing for an American academic
audience. Since most universities require all sitgl® show proficiency in writing,
international students will most likely receive sotype of instruction into writing at the
university level. Many U.S. university compositiprograms, like the one in the present study,
offer a choice of instructional settings for intational students, allowing them to enroll in either
mainstream composition classes or internationaj-sattions.

The present study has two main purposes. Thaditstcompare the two instructional
settings offered to international students regardnternational students’ experiences and
perceptions of their placement choice in orderdtednine the similarities and differences of
their experiences. The second purpose is to expgierexperiences of instructors of mainstream
classes who have international students in thagsels and then compare their experiences and
perceptions with those of the international stugemrolled in mainstream classes. By exploring
and comparing these experiences, advisors of iiemal students as well as faculty and
instructors in the composition program may be ablguggest the instructional setting most
appropriate for individual students as well as deiee any areas of concern that may need

addressing in order to improve the experiencesatefmational students or instructors.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

In order to understand the different opinionsaathé best placement option for
international students in composition classes, iniportant to first understand some of the
differences between NSE and NNSE in the classraating, both in the composition classroom
as well as mainstream classroom. These differesuegesot only related to the challenges L2
writers face when writing in a second language,dvatalso related to cultural differences and
expectations of the American classroom as welbdke level of comfort an international
student may feel in a classroom with other inteomal students as compared to a classroom
with mostly NSE. The background and experiencasstfuctors can also affect the experience
of an international student in the classroom, aters’ experience with L2 writing can influence
how they assess L2 writing compared to writing I8N By exploring the challenges that
international students face in the U.S. classrdabmpenefits and drawbacks of the different
placement options for the composition classroombzamore fully understood.

Similarities and Differences between L1 and L2 Wrigrs

Some of the debate as to the type of instruchiahis most beneficial to international
students in composition classes concerns the umgitiag challenges faced by NNSE as
compared to NSE. While most L2 writing researchfoassed on differences, which represents
the bulk of this section, there are some simikesiin specific parts of the writing process
between NNSE and NSE. For example, Cumming (198&&need the writing of NNSE to
determine the relationship that L1 writing expext@nd English proficiency may have on L2
writing. Cumming was interested in how expertisd proficiency might interact to affect the
quality of L2 writing as well as how they affectdek writing process of L2 writers. In the study,

students (n=23) completed three separate writisistaa letter, an expository argument, and a



summary. The students were categorized into tlenesld of writing ability in their L1 (French),
based on a holistic score on a writing task in Elneland two levels of proficiency in their L2
(English), established from test scores on anintatview performed by the ESL faculty. To
determine how L1 writing ability and L2 proficieneyfected L2 writing, Cumming examined
text quality, attention given to decision makingidg composition, and problem-solving
behavior during the writing process.

Cumming’s (1989) results showed that those stsdehb had both higher L1 writing
ability and L2 language proficiency were rated leigbn the three writing tasks with regard to
content, discourse organization, and languageAld®ugh both factors (L1 writing ability and
L2 proficiency) accounted for a large proportiortlod variance, as indicated by repeat measures
Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA), they werdiewn to account for separate parts of the
variance, with no significant interactions betwées two factors. L1 writing proficiency was
shown to be related to the quality of the orgamraand content included, problem solving
skills, and attention paid to “complex aspects afing while making decisions” (Cumming,
1989, p. 119). L2 proficiency was shown to havéaattitive” effect in that it improved the
quality of the writing produced, but did not affélse composition process. Cumming (1989)
ultimately concluded that “the behaviors that expaiters displayed in their second language
performance are consistent with the findings aleapert writers’ performance in their mother-
tongue” (p. 119). He argues that these findinggesthat writing instruction for NNSE should
focus on strategies that develop writing experis&vell as provide language instruction to
improve L2 proficiency. For the composition clagsr this suggests that international students
would mostly likely benefit from receiving both lguage instruction that targets problem areas

as well as instruction on composition.



While Cumming'’s (1989) study represents one off¢hestudies that identified
similarities between NNSEs’ and NSEs’ writing, mobkthe research has pointed out the
differences. Silva (1993), in a review of 72 resbaeports on L1 compared to L2 writing, found
that there were a number of salient differencewéen the writing of NNSE and NSE. For
example, he reported that NNSE writers tend toeds planning, have more trouble organizing
material, and take longer to actually produce emittext than their NSE counterparts. With
regard to the written texts produced by NNSE, 38IyA993) review found that NNSE writing
was less fluent, shorter, had more errors, andhehstically scored lower than NSE writers. He
also identified that NNSE tend to provide less supm their argument structure than do NSE.
This last point is particularly important becausguanent writing tends to be a typical
expectation in academic writing and NNSE may remjantditional support and instruction when
learning to write in this specific genre that NSBymot need.

Silva’s (1993) review identified some of the ureqehallenges that may face NNSE
writers. Although these are trends that have béentified, this is not to say that all internatibna
students share the same challenges. Silva (199Mspmut that many of the “limitations” of
NNSE writers are “developmental; that is, they ekecause these writers are still learning
English” (p. 210). As international students enmltomposition classes, their writing skills in
English are still developing. With proper time ansitruction, it is likely that these “limitations”
may lessen or disappear altogether.

As American universities continue to hold studeatscreasingly higher standards of
writing proficiency, L2 writers may find it diffidtito keep up with NSE, as well as reach these

high standards in the course of one semester. Angeind Riazantseva (1999) argue that,



Holding international students to the same stimge&iting standards as their English-
speaking counterparts (...) places them at a sevead\dintage because research in first-
language and second-language writing indicatesrdatiifferences between the two in
terms of both composing processes and text prodoed92)
Recognition of the unique challenges faced by L2ens, such as lack of experience with
argument writing, frequent linguistic errors, ahgehcy issues, may help make international
students more successful in the composition clagsrin international-only composition
classes, these challenges can be addressed irtlvegysrobably couldn’'t be addressed in
mainstream classes. In addition to the linguidtialienges international students may face, the
way essays are organized may also be problematresaarch has shown that language and
culture can shape certain rhetorical features itingr
Rhetorical Differences

The ways in which a writer attempts to inform, mate, or persuade his/her audience,
termedrhetoric, can be accomplished using different strategiemrozational patterns, and
language (Ramage, Bean, & Johnson, 2012); thesgdsamay vary depending on the language
or culture of the writer. Conforming to the rhetai style most associated with an American
academic context may prove difficult for internab students without proper, specific
instruction on what the expectations are in Ameri@eademic writing.

Differences in rhetorical features and organizaigatterns were first identified by
Kaplan's (1966) paper on Contrastive Rhetoricvilag in which a writer's L1 and culture
influence their writing; these influences may bpezsally noticeable when writing in an L2, as
the organizational patterns may differ betweenutalf, bringing attention to these differences.

Prior to Kaplan’s (1966) discussion, much of theu® of language learning had been on spoken



language rather than written production and ondage at the sentence level, rather than on a
larger scale. Kaplan began to look at written lagguat the paragraph level and the effect a
specific language background and thought pattemnhmge on the organization of a paragraph
in that language.

Kaplan (1966) examined 600 compositions from dattianguage backgrounds in order
to determine whether different rhetorical pattegrist between the language groups. Kaplan
identified English writing structure as linear; pgraphs begin with a topic sentence and the rest
of the ideas in the paragraph are related to tpat sentence. In contrast, Kaplan identified that
Arabic writers tend to employ a parallel structwigen writing, often employing the use of
coordinating conjunctions. Asian writing tends gewhat Kaplan termed “indirection” where
the topic is discussed from different perspectibes,is never addressed explicitly. He also
identified that Romance languages, and to a lesgent Russian, tend to include digressions in
their discussion of a topic that may be interestothe reader, but not necessarily directly
related to the topic being discussed. Without utdion on these differences in rhetorical
organizational patterns, international studentsmwadst likely not realize that the organization of
their writing may “violate the expectations of thative reader” (Kaplan, 1966, p. 13). This
“violation” may place international students atisadlvantage in the U.S. composition classroom
in comparison to their NSE counterparts as instmgavill probably expect student texts to
conform to the English linear pattern as identifogoKaplan.

Popular throughout the 1970s and into the 198@gpJa%’s original concept of
Contrastive Rhetoric has since been critiqued aaged. One criticism of his early work was
that it appeared to “privilege the writing of naiznglish speakers,” particularly because it

seemed to compare other rhetorical styles of vgitmthe linear pattern of writing in English,
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and seemed to dismiss differences between relateggidges and cultures (Connor, 2002, p.
494). In addition to this criticism, further comsamns of writing between different language
backgrounds included a discussion of the expectiedof the reader and writer in compaosition.
Some rhetorical styles were identified as beingdes responsible,” where the reader typically
has to interpret meaning and understanding frontetkig while other styles were identified as
“writer responsible,” where the writer must makewgections and lead the reader to conclusions
(Hinds, 1987). Despite these criticisms and rewisjdkaplan’s initial identification of
differences in writing patterns paved the way f@hange in the way in which writing was
taught in the ESL/EFL context. Specifically, Costrae Rhetoric has led to an understanding of
the role of culture in writing as well as leadirmgan identification of the different styles of
writing employed in English for Specific Purposes.

As the ideas and methodologies for examining iffees in texts have continued,
Contrastive Rhetoric has given way to Interculti®betoric, which moves away from simply
identifying paragraph organization of Kaplan's (696riginal research and begins to examine
writing in a number of different genres and conge@onnor, 2004). Intercultural Rhetoric has
led to a number of different types of writing betagight in IEPS, such as research reports,
research articles, and grant proposals, in additidhe typical college essay; other types of
writing are also being taught in English prograsg;h as business English (Connor, 2004).
Finally, research has begun to focus on how writimgtions as a social act and how texts
construct meaning within certain contexts.

A case study of four international graduate sttglégarning to write for an American
academic discourse community illustrates some efltletorical difficulties students may

encounter in learning to write for an American aract audience. Angelova and Riazantseva
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(1999) were interested in identifying how internafl students learned the language specific to
their chosen discipline, what difficulties they exignced in the process, and how those
difficulties might be minimized. They followed fograduate students from three different
language backgrounds (Indonesian, Taiwanese, assidl) during their first year in graduate
school. Through interviews, observations, andnals, all four students expressed frustration
and difficulty in conforming to the rhetorical stybf U.S. academic writing. Specifically, one of
the Russian students mentioned that the Amerigda st writing was more rational and
concrete, whereas in Russian, he could “wanderemath his ideas. The Taiwanese student
identified the more involved nature of the readefaiwanese writing, where the reader was
expected to infer information, whereas Americardaaaic prose required more direct
explanation for the reader. Some composition icgbng may not be aware of the struggles
international students encounter in learning tdenin a different organization pattern. However,
Angelova and Riazantseva (1999) identified thatesamtructors who are aware of these
difficulties may not be aware of how to addressrthie ways that are beneficial to the students.
Specifically, in the composition classroom, instars may need explicit training or instruction
on how to approach and help students with theseulifes.

Mainstream composition instructors may not be areg to provide specific instruction
on these differences between cultures, and ceyttird would not be needed by the NSE writers
in the class; however, without specific instructmmEnglish writing patterns and structure,
international students may be at a disadvantage wbmpared to their NSE counterparts who
are already familiar with these cultural expectagiof writing. International-only sections of a
composition class can provide specific instructiorthese expectations so that international

students may be able to identify how their writthffers from the typical organizational patterns
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in English and modify their writing so that it ison@ appropriate for an American academic
audience.
Identification of Voice and Self

In addition to differences in rhetorical organiaatl patterns, the way in which the
writer’s voice, and as a result, self are represegirt writing may differ between cultures and
language backgrounds. Ramanathan and Atkinson J20€@tify voice as a person’s “private
and isolated inner selves, which [...] give outwaxgression to thoughts through the use of a
metaphorical ‘voice” (p.161). That is, voice initimg is the outward manifestation of how a
writer thinks about an idea or concept and is cédlé by the individual style of writing of the
author. Voice is in turn, closely related to thentty of self, or how the writer views oneself in
relation to others. In American academic writifgg tvriter’s voice should often include an
identification of self, at the individual level, thian incorporation of the writer’s thoughts and
opinions that is appropriate with the way in whibk idea of the self is expressed in American
culture.

Ramanathan and Atkinson (2006) provide eviderm® f& review of various studies that
different cultures provide socialization of thelf$e very different ways, which are then
reflected in the way the self is portrayed and useslriting. American middle class children are
taught that individualism is important and thatyth@ve the right to voice their own opinions
and views. In contrast, Chinese children may bghtthat they are individuals, but that they
must work as part of a group, working together adning interdependency and “becoming
oneself in relation to significant others” (Corte&zJin, 1996, as cited in Ramanathan and
Atkinson, 2006, p. 77). American writers, as a ltesuill most likely be prepared to include their

opinions and views in writing, whereas Chineseawvsitare more likely to include the ideas and

13



opinions of others or let the reader form their apmions rather than expressing their own
individual views and ideas directly in their wrigin

Because of these differences in the identity efgélf in relations to others, in some
cultures writing should distance the writer froneag and concepts by attributing them to others
and by using the pronoun “we”, while in other cudts, it is more appropriate to use “I” and
make personal claims to the information and idkasdre presented in writing. As Ramanathan
and Atkinson (2006) state, “if it is true that thation of the individual varies substantially
across cultures, (...) then a concept of written @di@at centrally assumes the expression of a
‘unique inner self’ may be problematic” for thos&ISIE whose identification of the self differs
from the L2 writing situation (p. 82). Moving fromriting in an L1 background that does not
emphasize “self” in writing to an L2 that does nimeydifficult for students and will affect the
voice, or style, of their writing; their style ofriting, then, may be very different from the
writing that is expected by the instructors of egkt courses in the U.S.

Because American society values individualism tedright to express one’s own
opinion and ideas, Ramanathan and Atkinson (20@ftleathat the identification of self in the
voice of a writer in American writing is typicallxpected to be reflected in writing.
Ramanathan and Atkinson (2006) argue that asktegnational students to write with a voice
that includes an idea of the self can cause diffesifor them in the composition classroom,
since they would be expected to write with an Aceariidentification of self.

Atkinson and Ramanathan (2006) provided eviderara ttudies that these differences
in the identity of self were traced to difficulties international students to write with the
process approach, an approach often used in theidanecomposition classroom. For example,

Chinese students found the process approach togvparticularly difficult because, unlike
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American students, they were not writing to exptessnselves, but to be included as part of the
community in which they were writing. The proceppm@ach asked them to write as an
individual, rather than as a community, which ti@ynd difficult to do. Another study reviewed
by Ramanathan and Atkinson (2006) found that Cleinasters, learning to write in English,
believed that imitation was an important strategyléarning to write well in English since they
were writing to be incorporated into the group. 3dé&ypes of strategies for writing in English
may have ramifications beyond simple difficultiasariting, such as accusations of plagiarism if
a student’s imitation of a sample of writing theawvk found is too close to the original.

Many of the studies reviewed by Ramanathan anthédk (2006) were from the
perspective of Chinese students and the difficaiiney encountered. These difficulties have
been explored in more detail in other studies thetone that is most often cited is Shen’s (1989)
description of his transformation from a Chinesaawof writing to a more American style of
writing. As he described it, he had to discover hie“*Western” or American self was and
begin to see himself in relation to the world ardinm according to the American view of self.
Part of this transformation required Shen to se&sklf more as an authority figure in his
writing; Shen found that as he slowly began to*liseore in his composition papers, he began
to feel more comfortable with the American senseadte and self in writing.

Shen’s (1989) account of his transformation suggpan important point raised by
Ramanathan and Atkinson (2006); that is, learningrite with a different voice and style can
take time. Composition classes may be able to rsaldents aware of these differences, but as
students enroll in higher education in the U.S,ttme it takes to change their style is certainly
something that bears consideration. Because itad@nsome time to adjust to the rhetorical

expectations of American writing, some have ratbedquestion of whether it's appropriate to
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hold international students to the same standdrdsnerican academic discourse or whether
they should be free to write in a way that is cofilgh@ with the writing appropriate to their
linguistic and cultural background.

Angelova and Riazantseva (1999) argue that thierhes an important issue when
considering the reasons for students’ enrollme#trirerican universities. Some students plan to
stay in the U.S. upon completion of their degre@ stmould therefore learn to write in a manner
that is consistent with American academic discoatardards and expectations. However, many
international students do not plan to stay in th®.ldnd instead plan to return to their home
country once they have received their degree. W¢grith a manner that is consistent with the
expectations of an American discourse communitymdst likely allow them to be successful
in American classrooms. However, a change in thating may then cause problems for them
once they return to their home country. Students pthn to return to their home country may
have little use for an American style of writingliley are writing for others in their country who
employ a different organizational pattern thantgipecal English linear pattern. Additionally, it
may impact the structure of their writing when tleturn to their home country so that they may
face some of the same problems they faced whenihggto write with an English rhetorical
style.

Differences in the rhetorical expectations of anekican academic audience in terms of
organization and expression of voice are not thg stnuggles international students may face in
the classroom. International students may alsodhaflenges that are unrelated to writing.
Certain classroom expectations, often based oareylinay present problems for international
students, and have been identified not only incthraposition classroom, but in the content

classroom as well.
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Classroom Expectations: Challenges for InternationbStudents

Underlying classroom assumptions may pose chaefay international students. There
are certain “pedagogical concepts and practicematimg from the teaching of L1 writing [that]
assume culturally specific norms of thought andreggion which non-mainstream writers of
English may have little social training in and thibhave] real difficulty accessing” (Ramanathan
& Atkinson, 2006, p.160). These expectations extaegbnd the composition classroom, as
many studies have shown. Instructor expectatio@sunS. college classroom often include that
students are aware of and have knowledge of “Acagri—or at least a ‘Western'—way of life”
(Atkinson & Ramanathan, 1995, p. 558). Compositiasses often ask students to write on and
discuss current topics; international students nayhave the knowledge of current events that
their NSE counterparts are aware of, putting NNSievs at a disadvantage (Braine, 1994a).
International students may not be comfortable waykvith American students or speaking up in
class, which can cause them to remain silent issc& well as during small group discussions or
activities. Additionally, international students ynaot be comfortable with some of the
expectations of academic writing, specificallyicrding others’ writing, which may make peer
review activities difficult. Finally, understandingr misunderstanding, of what constitutes
plagiarism in the U.S. can also pose challengemfernational students. By placing
international students in separate sections, ttogses may be addressed in ways not possible in
mainstream classes.
Classroom Participation

One challenge international students face in ni@am classes relates to the level of
comfort they may have in working with and interagtwith NSE in the class. Several studies

have suggested that international students mayitfeiéficult or are uncomfortable interacting
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with American students individually as well as nogps. Composition classes often use group
work as well as peer review activities during cl&ssw in education, especially in language
learning, question the benefits of group work; witthe composition classroom, many believe
that group work results in “a wider range of rhagalr functions being used and promotes a
positive affective environment” (Gibbons, 2006,).3f international students, however, do not
feel comfortable in these situations and are natlired in these organized group activities, then
they may not receive the same benefits that Amestadents do from these activities.

In an early study conducted by Braine (1996),aswbserved that international students
struggled to participate in mainstream compositiasses. He reported that international
students wanted “to participate actively in diseuss (and) wanted to be encouraged and drawn
out by their teachers,” but they didn’t feel contédme doing so in mainstream classes (p. 100).
This type of behavior, however, changed in ESL cositppn classrooms. Instructors observed
that students who were quiet and didn’t participateainstream classes started to actively
participate in activities with other students wileay were enrolled in ESL composition classes
(Braine, 1996).

A later study also reported the same insecurittherpart of international students when
working with American students. Ibrahim and Pewffi@005) in their study of a mixed
composition classroom (a mixture of NNSE and NSEEptified that some international students
found ways of avoiding working with American stutkebecause they felt uncomfortable
working with them. Some international students wiaarrive early to class so they could sit next
to other international students, thereby lessettiagchance they would have to work with an
American student. One student in Ibrahim and Pehi€2005) study stated that he was

insecure in his English language abilities and taatsed him to be afraid to talk in class, thereby
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reducing his chances to improve his communicatiities. Like the student in this study, many
international students in mainstream classes oéterain silent during class and don’t participate
in discussions with other students or their ingors

Several studies have sought to determine the medshind the lack of participation of
some international students. One such study folbav€hinese student through her university
classes. Hsieh (2007) gathered information ontingesit’'s experiences, particularly her silence
in classes, through semi-structured interviewsughout the semester. In this study, the female
Chinese student expressed her frustration at theofinteraction with her American
classmates; she stated that they basically igrnfeeednd therefore she didn’t contribute much to
class. This became a self-perpetuating cycle, vilyesbe felt that her silence made others see
her as stupid and therefore she remained sildmtriclasses so as not to confirm the assumed
opinion of her peers. Additional analysis of herraaves indicated that this student remained
silent partly because of her personality, but glaly because she was “silenced by her
American classmates” (Hsieh, 2007, p. 384). Hs¥IOT) argues that part of the experiences of
the Chinese student could have been mitigatedverakways, including recognition on the part
of instructors of the power difference between Aigaar and international students and assigning
specific roles during group work so that each sttiteerequired and expected to contribute in
some way.

An additional study examined the differences teraction and participation of ESL
students between ESL classes and mainstream classtaklau’s (1994) often cited three and
half year ethnographic study of four Chinese sttgléransition from ESL to mainstream classes
in a high school in California, she documentedrtegperiences both in mainstream classrooms

as well as ESL classrooms. In addition to theigleage learning experiences, Harklau
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documented the students’ interactions within thearnstream classrooms. She noted that
“perhaps the single most salient aspect of obsenabf ESL students in mainstream classes
was their reticence and lack of interaction withiveaspeaking peers” (p. 262-3). She noted that
even when students were placed in groups with eifspgb to perform, they often remained
quiet and frequently left the groups after a femues to return to their desks to work on their
own. This type of silence and lack of interactich@es what was observed in Hsieh's (2007)
study in a university setting, indicating that ttype of behavior on the part of international
students may happen in many different educaticetéihgs.

Harklau (1994) identified several reasons forl#oi of interaction between the
international students and American students. FStatlents expressed embarrassment with their
English ability that caused them to retreat frotenacting with native-speaking peers. Secondly,
the students said that since they didn’t shareqoifore knowledge with their American
counterparts, conversations were typically limitedchool-related topics, limiting their
interactions. Finally, there were tensions betwaiffierent ethnic groups at this particular school
that limited interaction.

Harklau (1994) contrasted the lack of interactromainstream classes with her
observations of the interactions of the same stisdarESL classes, determining that ESL
classes perform an important role in the experigin¢&SL students. She noted that “the
importance of ESL to students' social life andratéion at school was evident in observations,
where long hours of silence and impassivity in ragam classes suddenly turned to noisy
animation in ESL” (p. 265). These differences itlimgness to participate and contribute in
class are similar to the differences observed batweainstream composition classes and ESL

composition classes in Braine’s (1994b) study. Harlalso observed that students tended to
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form lasting friendships in the ESL classes becéosky these students (...) knew what students
had left behind, and what they were going througéchool, at home, and in U.S. society” (p.
266). Harklau ultimately believed that the ESL skswere a valuable part of the students’
school experiences, affording them a place to feomial connections as they made the transition
to U.S. society. As international students maketridesition to life in the U.S., international-

only sections of composition may afford them thesdype of experience and connections with
other international students.

Peer-review.In addition to challenges in class participationiernational students may
also find peer-review challenging. Peer-review lb@sn used heavily within the American
composition classroom as a way to increase motindtr revision as well as encourage
participation; however, it may often be difficudirfinternational students. Ramanathan and
Atkinson (2006) provide an overview of some of tlifficulties faced by international students
when presented with the practice of peer-reviewd&tts from specific language backgrounds
or cultures may find peer-review especially chalieg. Students from Japan are one example
Ramanathan and Atkinson (2006) include; they reihatt Japanese students may find it difficult
to provide true criticism of a peer’s work becattsar culture is so heavily rooted in “norms of
politeness” (p. 171). It would be impolite for themcritigue someone else’s work and therefore
they find peer-review challenging. Additionally, iRanathan and Atkinson (2006) show that
Chinese and Taiwanese students may also haveutiifia critiquing others’ work because they
don't feel that they have the authority to provilis type of feedback. Awareness of these
differences in cultures and the resulting diffiedtin peer-review are important things for
composition instructors to consider. If an intermiadl student is paired with a NSE during peer-

review, they may both find the activity difficulkiith neither one of them receiving the type of
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feedback that is expected in this type of intecactComposition instructors may consider giving
guided practice to NNSE and NSE students so tlegtrimy begin to feel comfortable with the
activity.

Research into peer response has often focusest enthL1 peer response groups
exclusively or L2 groups exclusively. However, aase study looked at the interaction of L1
and L2 students in a mixed language background ositipn class. Zhu (2006) examined three
peer response groups composed of three to fouerstsi@ach; all of the groups contained one
NNSE and the rest of the group members were NS& sfudy focused on turn-taking behavior,
function of utterances during response, and siitidardifferences between NNSE and NSE with
regard to their comments on group members’ writ#lgy (2006) divided interactions into two
categories: those utterances made by the partisigareaders (providing feedback on others’
writing) and as writers (receiving feedback on tloevn writing). Zhu (2006) identified
similarities as well as differences between NNS& [d8E with regard to their roles as readers
and writers. As readers responding to others’ WNIRSE found it difficult to regain or maintain
their turn; however, they gave similar amountsral eeedback when compared to NSE. As
writers, NNSE gave responses to feedback thathbdyeceived, but “did not clarify their
writing for the readers” and they took fewer tuthan NSE (p. 203). Neither the NNSE nor the
NSE were successful at eliciting feedback from grovembers in the role as writer. Zhu (2006)
maintains that these results have consequenc®NSBE within the composition class and
guestions in what ways composition instructors rigghable to ensure that NNSE are receiving
the same level of benefits as NSE during peer-veMieNNSE are unable to receive the same
benefits as NSE, they may not be able to revise plapers in a way that improves their writing.

In turn, this may contribute to the lower scoririgleeir writing when compared to NSE as
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identified in other studies (e.g. Silva, 1993).@Bgviding examples of how to clarify writing or
providing specific time allowances for each studerdiscuss their or others’ writing, instructors
may be able to mitigate some of the difficulties BENface in peer-review activities.
Conferencing.An additional type of interaction that can haves#fiect on student
performance in writing is conferencing with theisiructor. Conferencing is a widely
recommended way of improving student writing in gasition. Zamel (1985) found that
student-teacher conferences were important for Nb&fause these students often
misunderstood written comments on their assignmeptsaking with the instructor allowed for
more clarification of these comments for the stusleA study by Goldstein and Conrad (1990)
of students in an advanced ESL composition classelier, showed that conferencing alone was
not enough for student improvement and that in imestudents to qualitatively improve their
texts based on student-teacher conferences, NNB&swmust engage in negotiation of
meaning. This same study showed that negotiationeaining between teacher and student of
the subsequent revision ensured that “revisiong &bnost always successful” (p.452). In this
case, composition instructors may need to be aofaaiad help NNSE writers implement
successful strategies during student-teacher cemées in order to increase the likelihood that a
revision will be successful, which they may notahédo in conferences with NSE writers.
One study into the efficacy of writing confereneath L2 writers examined the
relationship between writing proficiency of L2 veis and types of interactions during writing
conferences with course instructors as well as dregstudents chose to incorporate teacher
suggestions into their final papers (Patthey-Cha&v&zrris, 1997). Students were from a large
U.S. university enrolled in either a basic compositlass or a more specific business writing

class; six L2 writers, two L1 writers (four considd lower in their writing proficiency and in
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jeopardy of failing their writing class and fouighi proficiency writers), and four writing
instructors were included in the study. Pattheyv@haand Ferris (1997) looked specifically at
teacher requests for clarification and elaborasind teacher responses to argument structure,
often with respects to anticipation and addressoahterarguments. In order to determine how
effective teacher writing conferences were, Patlbbhgvez and Ferris (1997) examined student
rough first drafts, transcripts of student-teaatwrferences about student rough drafts, the
revised draft, as well as the first draft of thBdwing assignment.

Results showed that conferences lasted almost @adong with more proficient writers,
regardless of L1 or L2 status, with more proficistutdents speaking more in conferences than
weaker students. The teachers spoke more in cofeseavith weaker students than with more
proficient students. Patthey-Chavez and Ferris{La&o found that in addition to speaking
less, weaker students also initiated conversaéiss dluring the conferences and relied on back-
channeling (e.guh-huh, okay, rightfor much of their interaction. With regard to igons,
weaker students tended to include most of the esachecommendations, frequently word for
word. Stronger students also included teacher stigges; however, they often rethought the
ideas and presented them in their own words, tiigieath modifications. Patthey-Chavez and
Ferris (1997) stress that great care should bengideen involved in a writing conference,
especially with weaker L2 writers.

In writing conferences, composition instructorsdd be aware of how they interact with
both weaker and more proficient writers; howeverindernational students may often be
considered weaker writers in mainstream classash&s in mainstream classes may need to be

especially aware of their interactions during coafees with NNSE, ensuring that they give the
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same type of instruction to and allowance for ggyéition from international students as
compared to L1 writers.

Additional research has pointed to a relationgt@fween instructor interaction and the
possible influences it may have on both studerttgyaation in writing conferences as well as
subsequent revisions. Ewert’s (2009) study obsettvedhteractions of two experienced ESL
composition instructors with three different studegach. Ewert was concerned with how
different strategies of negotiation and scaffoldoygnstructors during conferences may affect
the amount of participation by students. Althougithanstructors were experienced in ESL
composition, they showed different interaction teigges. One instructor allowed for more
student response time and tailored the amountygreddf negotiation and scaffolding she used
depending on the proficiency level of the stud&tie was able to do this by providing time at
the beginning of the conference for students toesfdwhat they believed to be the areas they
were struggling with in their writing. The otheisinuctor in the study allowed for less student
response time than the first and did not tailopoeses to student proficiency level, treating all
students the same.

In addition, Ewert (2009) found that although bimtstructors stated that their intention
was to focus on content and rhetorical featurely, @me of the instructors actually focused on
these features during the conference. The secatidiator focused instead on language
problems, which “sometimes led to a guessing gainus, limiting the learners’ ability to
respond to (...) questions during the conferencee mnitiate questions of their own about their
writing” (Ewert, 2009, p. 267). Analysis of confe transcripts showed less interaction from
students in conferences with this instructor aspamed to the first instructor. Ewert (2009)

suggests that the difference in focus (rhetorieatdres and content vs. language) between the
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two instructors may have led to more interactiamfithe students and that “a focus on content
and rhetoric may motivate more participation” (672 Ultimately, Ewert believes that this
focus on content with the resulting increased pigetion on the part of the student will lead to
more successful revisions and learning.

Composition instructors who use conferencing whiir students may need to make sure
that the type of interaction they are providingitiséudents allows for participation on the part of
the students. In addition, they may want to ensumethe type of feedback they are giving is in
line with the goals they have set for the confeeersking students to begin each conference
with an identification of what they believe areith@hallenges may allow an instructor to
identify the appropriate amount of scaffolding @d&int might need to improve their writing.

This may be especially important for internatiosialdents, as this type of interaction is
important for the success of their revisions.
Expectations of Academic Integrity

Plagiarism and “ownership” of intellectual propeate concepts that may be difficult for
international students to understand because Aaredoncepts of these ideas may be different
than those of the students’ home countries. Intemal students may struggle to understand and
navigate what is considered plagiarism in the Aosriclassroom and what is not. As Leki
(1992) points out,

Native students are taught [in secondary scholadg]they must not present someone

else’s work as their own (...). We think of what wateras our personal possession. But

these attitudes toward (...) writing as property doprevail worldwide” (p. 71).

She further argues that “it is important to explarinternational] students our (...) attitudes

toward plagiarism” (p.71).
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Additional studies have echoed this call for aplamation of plagiarism. For example,
Rinnert and Kobayashi (2005) argue that “[interoraai] students’ problems with citation of
sources have mainly been attributed to lack of Kedge about the norms imposed by the
institution” (p.32). Explicit explanations of whabnstitutes plagiarism in an American academic
setting are most likely needed by internationatishis. These are explanations international
students may not receive in mainstream classesuttsrs may assume that everyone in the
class understands what constitutes plagiarism $shecenajority of the class consists of native
students or may only provide a cursory explanatan may be inadequate for international
students for whom this is a new or foreign concEptlure to provide explicit explanation and
examples may result in accusations of plagiarisnufisuspecting students. Although numerous
studies have examined plagiarism and the concéjmteflectual property,” especially with
regard to different views determined by differeualtures (e.g. Sowden, 2005; East, 2006;
Maxwell, Curtis, & Vardanega, 2008; Wheeler, 20@8jly a few will be examined here.

One study looked at Japanese university studetitgides toward or knowledge of
plagiarism as compared to American students’ kndggeand attitudes, specifically considering
what kind of training each might have received ssues of plagiarism. Rinnert and Kobayashi’s
(2005) study used questionnaires and intervievexpbore understanding of plagiarism by
Japanese students (n=715) compared to a small gfduiperican students (n=76). A Mann-
WhitneyU-test showed statistical differences between Jagaaed American attitudes towards
citation practices. Japanese students were ledy tilx reference outside sources than American
students were. They were also less likely to beeored about proper citation format when they
did include references for outside sources. Jagasteslents also showed a higher acceptance of

using someone else’s ideas as their own (56% pbretents) than American students (5% of
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respondents). In this specific case, however, Rirarel Kobayashi (2005) recommended
caution in comparison of these results since thelweed in the Japanese translation for
plagiarismmay not have carried as negative a connotatidheatermplagiarismdoes in
English, which could account for the more lax atté by the Japanese students in the study.

In the same study, Rinnert and Kobayashi (200%) kloked at the effect a Japanese
students’ major may have on their perceptions adiipkism. Their results suggested that
students in liberal arts majors were more awan@agfiarism than students in the sciences.
Additionally, Japanese students in all majors esged the need for more instruction on citation
practices. Rinnert and Kobayashi (2005) also faimatl there was no systematic training on
proper citation practices or strict implementatodmepercussions stemming from identified
plagiarism at universities in Japan. This lackrairing on citation and failure to address
plagiarism may account for the difference in atlés between Japanese and American students.

In addition to their results, Rinnert and Kobay42005) offer suggestions for classroom
instruction to international students regardingtaiin of sources and discussions on plagiarism.
First, they believe instructors should investigattedents’ beliefs on borrowing others’ ideas and
words and facilitate students’ investigation irfteit own ideas on plagiarism. Second,
instructors should help students identify timegvimch they may be tempted to use others’ ideas
as their own and suggest ways to avoid these gihgafsuch as budgeting their time wisely).
Third, instructors should teach skills that helpdsints avoid plagiarism, such as paraphrasing
and summarizing. Rinnert and Kobayashi (2005) ttwe“without much experience using such
skills in their first language, students may fihdifficult to adopt them in a second language” (p.
47). This observation echoes the findings of Cungnfir®89) that students may be able to

transfer certain writing expertise from their L1th@ L2. Finally, Rinnert and Kobayashi (2005)
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suggest ensuring that all instructors at a padicustitution present a unified front on what
constitutes plagiarism.

Other studies have looked at plagiarism on a @madlale. One study explored the
experience of a Taiwanese student identified gdaglarist” by a writing tutor at an American
university (Ouellette, 2008). In this study, Outteexplores the writing choices of the student
(“Annie”) that led to the accusation of plagiarisiine accusation of plagiarism was mostly
based on Annie’s use of patch writing, however, l@tte argues that there was “more going on
than mere copying and pasting and a denial ofesafflagiarist (on the part of the student)” (p.
261). Through interviews, journal entries, and sgjoent essay drafts, Ouellette, who was also
Annie’s writing instructor, examined her writingahes and ensuing transformation from one
draft to the next. He identified that part of hbpbices for using information from the original
work stemmed from her lack of time to incorporatepger language for citation as well as her
lack in experience of using quotes and paraphrdsese findings echo the suggestion of
Rinnert and Kobayashi (2005) that L2 writers neebd taught specific strategies in order to
avoid the temptation of plagiarism.

Through visits to the university’s Writing Centard feedback from her professor, Annie
was able to better establish her own voice an@ stivriting in her essay, ultimately finding her
identity in her writing in a way that didn’t cauker to rely on the words and ideas of others’.
From this experience, Ouellette (2008) questiong best to deal with plagiarism with regard to
L2 learners. While he doesn’t believe that compasiinstructors should ignore plagiarism, he
argues that identifying plagiarism as “honest/drsd (...) can obstruct discussion of
intermediate stages of learning altogether” (p.)289ain, discussions of what is and what is not

plagiarism and how to navigate between the twohiriig best served in an international section
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of a composition class, although Ouellette was &bleavigate it in his mainstream class on a
personal basis with this particular student. Itimige impractical, however, to expect
composition instructors in mainstream classes tthdsame with their international students,
given the instructional load many carry.

The types of steps identified by Rinnert and K@y (2005) to help international
students avoid plagiarism may be difficult to inparate into a mainstream composition class.
These types of activities and awareness raisingdvoost likely be best used in an
international-only composition class where studentse from a variety of backgrounds and
types of instruction on what may or may not be glagm. For international students enrolled in
mainstream classes, they may have only a cursatgratanding of plagiarism in the American
academic system without such explicit instructieaying them open to accusations of
plagiarism and the consequences that may followv Hstructors choose to deal with these
accusations may have an effect on the studentgrexe in the classroom, as discussed by
Ouellette.

In addition to the handling of questions of acameimegrity on the part of instructors,
there are other ways that an instructor can affeckind of experience that international
students have in the classroom. An instructor'kgemund and the type of experience that they
have in working with L2 learners can shape the thay view and interact with international
students in the classroom.

Instructors’ Perceptions of L2 Learners

Instructors in the composition classroom can pldgrge role in the success of

international students. Just as international stisdeome to the American classroom with

various experiences, instructors come with a vasesckground in their experiences and
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knowledge in working with students of linguistigatliverse backgrounds. Matsuda (2006b)
makes the argument that regardless of the kindstfuctional environment, it is “crucial for
teachers to be knowledgeable about and have erperie working with ESL writers” (p. 155).
He makes this argument because most instructotts doeonposition and content instructors, will
have L2 writers enrolled in their classes at sowat@nd their knowledge and experience with
L2 writers may help alleviate frustrations and ggies on both sides.

Other researchers have also called for instru¢tob® aware of and have knowledge
about L2 writers’ struggles and difficulties. B¢2010) states:

If we accept (...) that language is socially andwrally constructed, instructors should

begin their assessment of ESL student writing leyiiflying student goals in the target

language of communication, discussing conventidriseolanguage of origin and

English, and learning about the student’s backgiawudture and language as

appropriate. (p. 4)

Burt (2010) further argues that this type of applotp assessment and ultimately to the teaching
of writing “refrains from any indication that Engh is superior” (p.4). With this type of
understanding, it may be easier for students tayasktions or feel comfortable talking with an
instructor. It may also ease the transition of wgtin their L1 to writing in their L2. On the side

of the instructor, it may help them understanddifiéculties faced by L2 writers.

A number of studies have explored the perceptibatinstructors have of international
students and the effect this may have in the dassr Instructors may not always be aware of
their role in the difficulties that NNSE face iretislassroom. Additionally, research has shown
that NNSE writers are not always assessed equmatheir NSE counterparts, both by instructors

as well as exam raters, which can have consequasdesNNSES’ success in the classroom.
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In an early study on instructor perceptions ofiinational students at the university level,
Zamel (1995) surveyed instructors to identify winatny had called the “ESL Problem,” or the
way in which faculty felt that students from varsolls “constrain[ed]” the work the instructors
were doing in the classroom (p. 507). One commemthshe identified from instructor
responses was a confusion of language ability @otmitive ability; many instructors felt that
international students’ lack of proficiency in wng and speaking meant that they were not
adequately prepared at a cognitive level to coreplet work that was required in class. These
feelings were most likely perceived by the inteioral students at the university. In a
corresponding survey of students at the universitgrnational students responded that they
continued to struggle at the university level, thay “voiced their concern that these struggles
not be viewed as deficiencies [and] that their$fbe understood as serious attempts to grapple
with these difficulties” (Zamel, 1995, p. 512). Zaks (1995) study suggests that students may
be aware when instructors have negative attitumgards them or misunderstandings of their
somewhat limited language abilities. It also suggdsat some instructors may need help in
distinguishing between linguistic issues in thesstaom and a students’ lack of understanding of
course material. How instructors perceive inteoral students’ struggles may often be related
to the background of the instructor; that is, tipgrceptions may be related to the types of
experiences they have had in working with diversgutations.

One particular study, conducted by Youngs and Ysy2001) aimed to identify specific
predictors and their relative importance in instou@ttitudes towards ESL students. This study
was a follow-up to an earlier study in which thescdvered that mainstream instructors can see
both advantages and disadvantages to having E8ergsiin their classes. Youngs and Youngs

(2001) examined five factors (educational backgdydoreign culture contact, ESL training,
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contact with ESL students, and certain demograpaits) through a survey completed by 143
mainstream teachers at junior high/middle schd@dsed on their analysis, Youngs and Youngs
(2001) determined that teachers are more likehatee positive attitudes towards ESL students
if the teachers have had exposure to other cultureguages through experiences such as ESL
training, living or teaching outside of the U.Suydying a foreign language, or taking a
multicultural education course. Additional predistof a positive attitude towards ESL students
included being female and working in the sociallnatsciences or humanities. Although they
identified previous ESL training as having a pesiteffect on perceptions of ESL students, they
were unable to identify what type of training midpet the most successful. Their research
provides support for the idea that mainstream urcstrs should have some type of exposure to
cultural diversity in order to have positive atties towards international students. As Youngs
and Youngs (2001) point out, this is especiallyam@nt given that instructors can have a strong
effect on how well students do within their classes

Additionally, some of the challenges in Americd@ssrooms can come from the
instructors of those classes who may be unfamalitir working with international students. An
additional study (Joseph, 1992, as cited in Bral®®4a) of the attitudes of composition
instructors identified some of the difficulties yhielt they faced in working with international
students in mainstream classes. Complaints of é@aafi mainstreamed international students
were that international students needed more eaptanwhich tended to bore NSE,
miscommunication occurred because instructors fadulty understanding NNSE, and that
NNSE students performed poorly in teacher confeeiidoseph, 1992, as cited in Braine,
1994a). Additionally, instructors who have not hiedning on teaching English Language

Learners may not be aware of differences that raage difficulties for these students, and may
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consider international students poor writers (Atginson & Ramanathan, 1995; Matsuda,
2006a). These instructors may also be unable ermete what the “rhetorical differences
caused by different language backgrounds” areitisatuctors with more familiarity with NNSE
writers may be able to determine (Braine, 199442)p. A combination of cultural factors,
student attitudes, and teacher attitudes can maka&irsstream composition classroom a
challenge for international students.

Additional research provides insight into thetattes of instructors on the inclusion of
ESL students into mainstream classes. Reeves (20@8tigated the attitudes of secondary
mainstream teachers (n=278) on the inclusion of &8tents in their classroom through a
survey. Results from her survey indicate that teexcigenerally had a neutral to slightly
welcoming attitude towards the inclusion of ESLdgtats in their classes, similar to the findings
of Youngs and Youngs (2001). However, many felt thainstreaming did not benefit all
students and that ESL students should not be maamsed until they reached a certain level of
proficiency. Respondents also felt that they “did nave enough time to deal with the needs of
ESL students” (p. 136). With respect to modificataf course work for ESL students, teachers
felt that coursework should not be simplified agdened for ESL students, but teachers felt that
allowing ESL students more time to finish their Wearas acceptable. Finally, many of the
teachers in the study felt that they were undeigmepto work with ESL students, but were
ambivalent about taking part in professional depelent related to working with ESL students.

Reeves (2006) identified that there were someaeismncies in the responses, such as a
majority who said that mainstreaming did not beredfistudents, but that it created a “positive
education environment” (p. 137). Reeves offeresgesdvweasons for the discrepancies she

identified, including that respondents may havetfet need to provide socially acceptable
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answers. Reeves (2006) also believed that theegigancies may have represented “the
complexity of teachers’ thinking concerning ELL lasion” (p.137). She further clarifies this by
explaining that teachers may have a generally ipesdttititude towards inclusion of ESL
students, but may have negative attitudes or extpess with specific students. It may also
represent their lack of confidence in working WH8L students. Reeves (2006) final thought is
that “although the findings presented here sugipastteachers want to welcome ELLs into the
mainstream, the data also reveal a teaching féragging to make sense of teaching and
learning in multilingual (...) environments” (p. 139)

Research has also shown that English instructbosare not trained in ESL may assign
lower holistic scores to NNSE based on grammaéindllexical errors, rather than basing their
scores on the rhetorical features of the textnia such study, Sweedler-Brown (1993) took six
ESL essays that were fairly strong in the rhetdfieatures examined for scoring in a college
composition program. The essays were then corrdotdohguistic errors typical of NNSE;
however, errors typical of NSE remained in ordemtike these six essays closely resemble the
writing of NSE. These six essays were then givesix@xperienced composition raters; the six
original essays went to three of the raters anadineected six to the remaining three raters.
Essays were then given a holistic score ranging fte6, with 4 considered as a passing score.
Results showed that errors were a strong determfaictor in the holistic score given to essays.
Of the 18 uncorrected essays, 16 were assignaling fgrade and two a passing grade; of the 18
corrected essays, one was assigned a failing guadl@7 a passing grade. Based on these results,
Sweedler-Brown (1993) makes the argument thateatdiy least, NSE and NNSE writing
should be assessed separately and that perhapsdwdioring is not the most appropriate

assessment measurement for ESL texts. Raterstaratzss not trained in ESL may have a hard
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time separating errors in ESL writing from theiafation of the text. Considering that this may
affect whether students pass or fail a coursgntlave important ramifications for NNSE
enrolled in mainstream classes where instruct@sat trained in working with language
learners.

A more recent study looked at the accuracy andtooct validity of assessment of ESL
writing compared with assessment of native Engligdaker writing in secondary schools in
Canada. Huang (2012) explored the accuracy androehsalidity usingG-theory, which uses
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) to determine where ig@ice may occur in scoring. The study
used tests which were part of a reading and writsgrequired of secondary students iff 12
grade in Canada from 2001, 2002, and 2003 for casgre between NSE and NNSE writers.
Huang (2012) determined that raters were less smiwith their scoring of NNSE writing
than they were NSE writing, indicating that rateeye not as experienced at rating NNSE
writing. He additionally identified unwanted var@nbetween NNSE and NSE writing scores,
indicating that there may be questions about tmstcoct validity and accuracy of the writing
test if initial scores were used. Ultimately, Hug2612) believes that these questions raise
concerns about a bias when it comes to assessiigEMNvriting and “may suggest an unequal
ability for raters to use the analytic scales f&LEStudents’ writing as compared to NSE
students’ writing” (p. 137). This implies that reganay need to use a different method of
assessing NNSE'’s writing or that raters should&@ed in assessing NNSE'’s writing so that
they are more able to accurately assess it compatkedhe writing of NSE.

Instructional Settings for Teaching Composition
As can be seen, international students face atyasf challenges in the classroom, some

specific to the composition classroom, such asodigort with peer review and discrepancies
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between scoring of NNSE writing when compared t&ENSther challenges, such as lack of
interaction with NSE can occur in both composititessses as well as content classes. Because
of, and in spite of these challenges, argumentstdrenade as to the most effective placement
option for international students enrolling in Angan university composition classes. The
strongest arguments for international-only placengeme from comparisons of performance of
international students in mainstream vs. intermatia@nly composition classes. In contrast, other
studies have identified certain benefits interrmalstudents may receive while enrolled in
mainstream classes. Finally, a third group has bégargue for a third option, often called a
“mixed” classroom in which a roughly equal numbémpernational and American students are
enrolled.
International-Only Sections of Composition Classes

Much of the literature reviewed has indicated ggeproblems that international
students may face when enrolled in compositiorselassuggesting that international-only
composition classes may be most beneficial tomatgrnal students for many reasons. First,
they may provide specific instruction that is midstly not needed by American students
enrolled in composition classes, such as exptieniification and discussion on what is and is
not plagiarism (Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2005; Ouefle®008). Also, cultural differences with
regards to writing expectations, such as text argdion, expression of voice and self, and
support in argument writing can be addressed armattional-only sections on a level that they
probably could not in mainstream classes (Silv@31@ngelova & Riazantseva, 1999;
Ramanathan & Atkinson, 2006). Additionally, intetinaal students may feel more comfortable
working with other international students ratherttAmerican students and be more willing to

participate in class and group discussions (Harkli@94; Braine, 1996; Hsieh, 2007).
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International-only sections of composition may gssovide instruction as to appropriate
interaction and comments during peer-review in ameathat is well-suited for international
students who may be uncomfortable with such awigc{Ramanathan & Atkinson, 2006; Zhu,
2006). Finally, instructors who are more familiathwL2 writing may be better able to assess
writing produced by international students.

A strong proponent of international-only compasitclasses, Braine (1994b) showed
that there were dramatic improvements in ESL sttsl@chievement in composition after
enrolling in ESL only sections. In the compositfmmegram where the study took place, there
originally was no choice for international studem international students were enrolled in
either remedial writing classes or mainstream casitjom classes. They frequently complained
about the composition program; their main comptaretated to the fact that they couldn’t pass
the final exam, they were expected to write atsdume proficiency level as NSE, and they felt
isolated in mainstream classes. Braine (1994b)dnibtat the International Students Services
office was also concerned about the situationhag believed that it might result in lower
international student enrollment if steps weretakén to address the problems.

As a result of these concerns, specific intermati@nly sections of the composition class
were created and piloted for a semester. Followhegiloted course, more international-only
sections were created and instructors, who voluete® teach these sections, received training
on working with ESL writers during a three-day wsikp. Because international students were
not required to enroll in these specific sectiaepmparison between the performance of
international students in the mainstream sectioalsirternational-only sections could be made.
Braine (1994b) found that after the first semesfemplementation, international students in the

ESL sections performed better than internationalestts in the mainstream classes. Students
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enrolled in the ESL sections had a 90% pass rateeicourse, compared to the 60% pass rate of
ESL students in the mainstream classes. Interratgindents in the ESL sections also surpassed
the 75% pass rate of native-speaking students instneam classes. These differences in
success rates were attributed to the fact thahtkenational-only sections addressed specific
needs of international students. Braine (1994b)esdhat this is a strong reason for advocating
for ESL sections of composition courses based erdiffierence in pass rates of international
students in mainstream classes versus those irBfglsections.

Mainstreaming

In contrast to those proponents of internatiomdy-@ections of composition, others have
identified benefits to mainstreaming internatiosialdents. Some studies have shown that
international students can be successful in m&astrcomposition classes and may even be
more successful in certain areas than their NSEteoparts.

Early research made into the debate between gl&SEE and NSE together or
separately in composition classes suggests thaitstneam classes can provide benefits for
NNSE that they might not otherwise gain if in aagpe classroom. Healy and Hall (1994) argue
that NNSE and NSE in a composition classroom campéement each other based on the
strengths of each group. NSE bring with them ttagiguage skills as well as their “intuitive,
usually unconscious, grasp of the language andi@ted culture” (p.21). In addition, NSE
understand the structure of American academicgiéind the need for full explanation of their
points to their audience, something that they adp make their NNSE counterparts aware of.
On the other side, NNSE can also provide benefitdSE in their composition class. Healy and
Hall (1994) argue that NSE may “have taken thenost years for granted and have

comparatively casual attitudes toward educatiorictv can make them unprepared for the
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rigors of academia (p. 23). NNSE, Healy and Ha3194) argue, often have worked hard to
become proficient in a second language and caeftirerprovide a good model of how to work
hard in higher education to NSE. Their argumeniuishes not only the benefits that NNSE
receive from being placed in mainstream compositiasses, but the benefits they can provide
to NSE in the same classes.

Studies have also shown that international stisdeam be successful in mainstream
composition classes and may experience benefitshtbim NSE counterparts in the same class
do not. In a study of three international studemts college composition class, Stuart (2012)
found that international students may experiengeeater sense of learning than their native
speaker counterparts, despite being skepticaleobémefits of the class at the beginning of the
semester. This study tracked three internationaesits, three native English speaking students,
and their instructor over the course of a firstrygating class. Despite the fact that internationa
students entering the composition class were &ss bquipped than their L1 peers to see the
class as familiar and manageable,” they ultimatedye more engaged in the class than their L1
counterparts because their anxiety caused them todoe actively involved in asking questions
and participating (Stuart, 2012, p. 138ecause of this, the international students lfeit they
experienced learning in the class while the majaittheir L1 counterparts did not.

Another study that supports allowing internatiostaldents to enroll in mainstream
classes suggests that there is little uniform peeiee on the part of international students for
international-only sections vs. mainstream sect{@ustino & Hyon, 2007). Costino and Hyon'’s
study provided evidence from interviews of nineviu2ters who first completed either a
mainstream or multilingual basic composition clasfre enrolling in a mainstream first year

college composition class. Their results showetishalents preferred the type of basic
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composition class (either mainstream or multilinytfzat they had been enrolled in and that
their preference was related to wanting to bedtaas that was appropriate for their language
ability and being in a class with other student®wale “like them” (Costino & Hyon, 2007, p.
72). Those students who were in the mainstreassetafelt that they were with other students
who were “like them” because they felt that thamduage ability was on par with NSE rather
than needing to be in a class with students wharsgulage ability may be at a lower proficiency.

Some studies have suggested mixed results ohattenal students’ opinions and
experiences in mainstream composition classrooatsersNajafi and Chandler (2012) reported
that international students felt comfortable wogkmith NSE in a mainstream composition
class, that the class improved their understandifgmerican culture, and that their instructors
listened to them. However, the same internationalents also reported feeling isolated in their
classes and this lead to them asking fewer questiodass (Saberi-Najafi & Chandler, 2012).
Students also reportedly worried about “affectss&uies, cultural differences, and linguistic
difficulties” (p.16). When given the choice, thejarity of students indicated that they would
rather enroll in a mainstream class than an intemmal-only class; however, when a cross-
cultural class was presented as a third optioestis overwhelmingly preferred that option to
the first two (Saberi-Najafi & Chandler, 2012). $hype of class is discussed below.
An Additional Option: Mixed Composition Classes

Although colleges have traditionally placed intgranal students in either mainstream or
international-only sections of composition classesew option has emerged in the last few
years. This new option, often called a “mixed clase/olves placing students into composition
classes of roughly equal numbers of internationdl MSE writers. Ibrahim & Penfield (2005)

identified benefits of mixed classes in a studg afass composed of 15 international students
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and 10 NSE students. For all students, these hemetiuded increased interest in the class
because of cultural diversity; for internationaldgnts the benefits included developing more
self-confidence in speaking during class and inroaimcation in general, improved writing
performance, and efficient treatment of grammablenms.

In their 1999 study, Matsuda and Silva, who catlegir mixed class a “cross-cultural
classroom,” stated that the reason for integratinghly equal numbers of NNSE and NSE into
one composition classroom was to “offer an envirenttwhich is less threatening to ESL
writers (...) while providing an optimal learning apunity for all students involved” (p. 16).
Their class, composed of both NNSE (n=12) and N&8B), focused not only on writing, but on
cross-cultural understanding and exchange as lnadkder to prepare for major writing
assignments, students were asked to journal albosg-cultural communication, reflecting on
how cultural differences affected communicationhboside and outside of the classroom. These
journal entries then served as a basis for relednd incorporation into the major writing
assignments, which focused on cultural differences.

Although not all students had the same classroqrareences, Matsuda and Silva’s
(1999) study showed that as the semester progressery NNSE became less intimidated by
their NSE counterparts and were able to speak up malass. Matsuda and Silva (1999)
recommend implementing cross-cultural compositiasses when possible; the two challenges
to implementing such classes included staffinggbynstructor comfortable working with both
NSE and NNSE writers) and placement proceduresnsore roughly equal numbers of both).

Advocating Student Choice
Because of the differences among internationalestts and the often contradictory

results of studies on preferences by internatishalents for placement, many within the field
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advocate for international students being givercti@ce of their preferred instructional
situation for composition. Despite being a strongppnent of placing students in international-
only composition classes, Braine (1996) was ontbefirst researchers to call for allowing
students to have a choice in their placement. gees:

Instead of feeling compelled to enroll in mainatreclasses, the choice should be left to

the students. Those who feel that special clagsesde a more productive environment

(...) will choose to enroll in ESL classes. Othersgymeefer the challenge of mainstream

classes. (Braine, 1996, p. 103)

Matsuda (2006b) echoes this argument, but extdredshoices beyond the two suggested by
Braine (1996). Matsuda (2006b) argues that intewnal students should be given the choice
between four instructional situations: mainstreamposition classes, sheltered ESL
composition classes, basic writing classes, osekthat are specifically designed to incorporate
both international and native English speakingetisl As of now, these different options may
not be available in all university composition prags, but provide suggestions for where
composition programs may consider heading for &iplacement options.

Costino and Hyon’s (2007) study makes the arguniettstudents may be successful
and feel comfortable in either mainstream or iraional-only composition classes and that
students should have a strong say in placemerdrapéind decisions. One reason to advocate for
a choice in placement options is that internatiehadlents may decide to take a mainstream
composition class because they believe that tleenational-only section may not be as
challenging or provide the best option for impraytheir English writing abilities (Matsuda &

Silva, 1999). Matsuda and Silva (1999) also arppa¢ international students must learn to work
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with NSE because once they have finished the coitnposlass they are faced with interacting
and competing with NSE in content classes.
Statement of Problem

Ozturgut and Murphy (2010) argue that despite moosestudies that address specific
needs of international students, universities atalning enough to meet these needs. They
argue that there is a gap between what the reseszommends and the practices universities
put into place. This gap is a result of the “fdwttit is not a requirement for the people involved
(...) in U.S. higher education institutions to engageelationships to make [international
students’] experiences culturally, socially, andeationally worthwhile” (Ozturgut & Murphy,
2010, p. 380). These ideas were echoed by Matdf@%4) when he called for all composition
instructors to be familiar with and receive tragpin working with international students. The
research has shown that international studentggl&run writing in English, yet many instructors
of mainstream composition classes lack trainingganking with ESL students, despite the fact
that many international students will enroll in mstream composition classes.

The issue of international students in the collegmposition classroom is not one that is
likely to disappear anytime soon. Internationatlstut enrollment in US universities has
increased 32% in the last ten years and enrollim@mshown an increase every year between
2006 and 2011 (Institute of International Educat@®l1). Many higher education institutions,
including the one in this study, often activelym@tinternational students for a number of
reasons. These reasons include increasing ethracsdy, increasing the international reputation
of the school, and increasing revenue for the danabe form of foreign capital since they pay
out-of-state rates for tuition (Dadak, 2006; Kubatal Abels, 2006, as cited in Matsuda, 2006a).

As enrollment increases, additional options as ssiggl by Matsuda (2006b) may become more
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of a reality for composition programs and the in&tional students enrolled in their classes.
Further insight into the experiences of internaistudents in these various options may
provide information that could help guide futurad#nts when making a placement decision.

In the present study, two enrollment options ameently offered to international students
who test into the basic composition class (COl1bPinainstream class or 2) international-only
section. Both are meant to prepare students te Wartan American academic audience. In
contrast to the mainstream classes, however, temational-only sections typically spend
additional time focusing on challenges specificédiged by international students, such as text
organization, identification of linguistic errod discussion of what constitutes plagiarism in
the U.S. Also, international-only sections are taugy instructors who have experience working
with international students and typically have ctetgd an M.A. in TESL/TEFL. Many
international students are encouraged by theireanadadvisors (typically who are not
composition instructors) to enroll in internatiomally sections without a discussion of whether
they would prefer to enroll in a mainstream clasdgad. Additionally, these international-only
sections often fill quickly and international statieare left with the choice to either enroll in a
mainstream class or wait until a later semestee®if space is available in an international-only
section at a later time. To date there has beeromparison of the experiences of international
students in the two sections and whether studerfgriences between the two classes differ.
Insight into these experiences may help in guidingre international students in their choice for
instructional setting as well as provide advisdrgternational students information that they
can use in helping students make those choiceall¥iit may identify areas in which either

international students or instructors feel theydhagditional support.
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The present study aims to compare the experieafaaternational students in these two
types of instructional settings as well as inswtebf mainstream classes through questionnaires
and interviews. Specifically, two general reseayabstions were addressed:

1. To what extent are the experiences of intesnatistudents who enroll in mainstream

and international-only CO150 classes similar?

2. What are the experiences of instructors whe hiaternational students in their CO150

classes and are their perceptions of internatistuaents’ experience similar to the

students’ perceptions?
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CHAPTER 3: METHODS

This study had two central goals: 1) to examing @mpare international students’
experiences in composition classes and 2) to destine experiences of instructors of
mainstream composition classes who have enrolkednational students and compare their
perceptions of international students’ experienve#s the students’ perceptions.

International student and instructor experiencas@erceptions were investigated using
surveys and interviews. Separate surveys were reabsd for students in international-only
CO150 sections, international students in mainstr€®150 classes, and instructors teaching
mainstream CO150 classes with international stsdéhirveys included questions on
demographic information, Likert scale statememts, @pen-ended short-answer questions.
Interview questions were constructed so that tleeydcprovide additional information that
might help explain or expand on answers given aneyis. Interview questions were similar for
students in the mainstream and international-oatyiens and were aimed at exploring why
students chose the sections they did, whether thimgvthey did in CO150 helped them in other
CSU classes, their comfort level in the classroand what types of support (office hours,
Writing Center, etc.) they may have used while Bedan the class. Instructor surveys were
aimed at exploring the perceptions of the instmgctd their international students’ experiences,
their previous experience working with internatibstaidents, and whether they felt they had
enough support in terms of working with internatibstudents. Interview questions targeted
those areas as well so that a more complete piofunstructors’ experiences and perceptions

could be explored.
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Research Design

In this study, general experiences of groups\weka@e were examined, as well as
individual experiences. As a result, a mixed-metapgroach was used in order to investigate
the research questions. Survey data was analyzaditatively through descriptive statistics and
qualitative methods were used to investigate im@rresponses.
Context of the Study

Colorado State University (CSU), the universityandthe study took place, currently
requires all undergraduate students to take arsl@@4.50 (College Composition) or its
equivalent in order to graduate. The only excetiare students who are able to place out of the
class through transfer credit, a score of 5 orAfRdEnglish Composition and Literature exam or
a score of 4 or 5 on the AP English Language andgosition exam. Remaining students must
then place into CO150 either through scores o ABE or SAT or by taking an English
department sponsored placement exam. Of the studdrat take the English department
placement exam, 95% place into CO150 (Lisa Langstpersonal communication, August 28,
2013). Students who place at a level lower than &X0hust take and pass a more basic writing
class (C0O130) before enrolling in CO150. Some nmeyegjuired to first take the Writing Center
Tutorial (WCT) through the university’s Writing Cem if their writing skills place them a level
lower than CO130. Those who place at a higher lhael CO150 enroll in CO150.550 and
receive credit for CO150. When international studéake the placement exam, they may
choose to indicate that English is not their fiesstguage, although they are not required to do so.
All exams are assessed by the same raters.

Both mainstream and international-only section€0fL50 are currently offered through

the composition program at CSU. Although the contesprogram offers international-only
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sections, international students are not requveghtoll in these sections. When it is time for
students to enroll in classes for the next semesterember of the English department contacts
students who self-identified as NNSE, and inforhest of the option to enroll in an
international-only section of CO150. Sometimestarrmay indicate on the placement exam that
a NNSE has performed well on the placement exandared not need to be enrolled in an
international-only section, but these studentsstilecontacted so they can decide if they want
that option (Sue Russell, personal communicatiebyfary 18, 2014). If a student has not self-
identified as a NNSE on their placement exam, thiflynot be contacted about the option.
International students who are contacted may &bgcin either a mainstream section of
CO150, which includes a mixture of traditional nts, generation 1.5 students, and non-
traditional students or they may elect to join @teinational-only student section of CO150.
International-only sections are only open to ind¢iomal students and if they wish to enroll in
one of these sections, they must receive an oeeimtd the section. International-only sections
of CO150 are taught by instructors who have expeaeavorking with L2 learners and who have
an M.A. in TESL/TEFL, often completed through theAMTESL/TEFL program at CSU.
Sections of CO150 are capped at either 19 ordtests, depending on whether a faculty
member or English Graduate Teaching Assistant [ledron the M.A. TESL/TEFL program) is
teaching the class. For the past three semedters, lhave been four sections of the
international-only sections of CO150, resulting8¥96 international students enrolled in these
sections. Since international students are noké&da the composition program, an unknown
number of international students are enrolled imsteeam classes each semester, however, an
informal survey conducted by the researcher estisdiat there are at least ten to fourteen

international students enrolled in mainstream elsagmch semester.
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Participants and Data Collection

Student participants were international studentslked in either a mainstream class of
CO150 or one of the international-only section€@f150. Students were contacted at the end of
Fall 2013 semester and the beginning of Spring 2@dester for participation in the study.
Participation in the study was voluntary and altiggpants completed an IRB consent form.

Participants from the international-only sectiomgresented five different classes, four
from Fall 2013 and one from Spring 2014. These ¢hasses were taught by three different
instructors. To recruit participants from the imt&tional-only sections, | contacted the
instructors of these courses and made arrangenteatend the first five minutes of their class
in order to explain my research. | passed out tineey to students in the five different sections
and then collected the surveys during the nexsclasce the surveys and consent forms were
returned, they were separated so that survey aasemained anonymous. Each survey was
coded with “IS” for international-only section skt and a number. For example, a survey
would have the code “IS1” indicating that the syrwas from student one in an international-
only section.

Participants from the mainstream classes werdifgghthrough communication with
CO150 instructors. | sent an email to all CO15@ruttors asking if they had international
students enrolled in their classes as well as ctingainstructors individually. Once | had
identified which mainstream classes had internatistudents enrolled in them, | made
arrangements to meet these students at the ehdiptlass. | met with the international student
in each class, explained my research and, if teyeal to participate, gave them the survey and
then collected the survey during the next classeQhe surveys and consent forms were

returned, they were separated so that survey aasemained anonymous. Each survey was
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coded with “MS” for mainstream class student amdiaber. For each example, a survey would
have the code “MS1” indicating that the survey Wam student one in a mainstream class.
Participants from the mainstream classes repressiieents from twelve different classes and
ten different instructors. Participation was voanyt

In both instructional situations (mainstream ameirnational-only), students were
identified for the interview by their agreementtbe consent form. Four students from the
international-only sections agreed to an intervaawl three students from the mainstream classes
agreed to an interview. Students were contactedmiail to arrange a time and meeting place
for interviews. Interviews took place on campugjdglly in a study room in the library and
lasted approximately 20 to 25 minutes.

Instructor participants were identified by conitag CO150 instructors to determine who
had international students currently enrolled girtimainstream CO150 classes. Surveys were
either emailed to instructors or given to themeangon. Once the surveys and consent forms
were returned, they were separated so that sun@yeas remained anonymous. Each survey
was coded with “INS” for instructor and given a rugn For each example, a survey would have
the code “INS1” indicating that the survey was fromstructor one. Eight instructors agreed to
complete the survey and of those eight, two agreée@ interviewed. Interviews occurred in my
office or over the phone.

Interviews for all participants lasted approxinhateventy minutes. Interviews were
semi-structured to allow for a guided discussiait,dtill allow for clarification, expansion, and
addition of ideas and comments. For those partitgoaho agreed to be recorded, their

interviews were recorded and then transcribed. @me@terviews were transcribed, the
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recordings were deleted. For those participants aitimot agree to be recorded, notes were
taken during the interview to accurately represieeir responses to questions.

International-only participants. Eighteen students from the international-only sei
elected to participate in the study. Participagpgesented eight different language backgrounds
(see Table 1). Students had studied English favéxt two to fourteen years1€8.78 yrs;
SD=3.89 yrs). For most students, the semester tegtghrticipated in the study was their first
semester at CSU, although five students had be®tiexhat CSU for between one and three
semesters prior to the semester of the sti0(78 yrs;SD=0.46 yrs). Additionally, some
students had not taken any writing courses in Bhgirior to enrollment in CO150 while others
reported that they had taken writing courses gaanrollment. These previous writing classes
occurred either in the AEP associated with CSU @) ®r in their home country.

Table 1

International-Only Section Student Language Backgds

Language N

Chinese
Arabic
Russian
Vietnamese
Taiwanese
Malay

Korean
Thai

R R R R R R WO

Mainstream class participants.Fourteen international students enrolled in magastr
classes elected to participate in the study. Rpaints represented seven different language
backgrounds (see Table 2). Students had studieliskrigr between three to nineteen years
before enroliment in CO1504=9.96 yrs;SD=5.58 yrs). For many students, the semester of the
study was their first semester at CSU, while sotmdents had been enrolled at CSU for three

and half yearsMi=0.93 yrs;SD=0.85 yrs). Additionally, some students had noetakny writing
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courses in English prior to enrollment in CO150jlevbthers had taken up to four English
writing classes. These previous writing classesiwed either in the AEP associated with CSU
(INTO), AEPs associated with other universitiesinatheir home country.

Table 2

Mainstream International Student Language Backgdsun
Language N

Chinese

Arabic
Norwegian
Portuguese
English/Twi
Malay/Chinese
Swedish

e = T N ¢, |

Instructor participants. Eight instructors agreed to complete the surveythOse, three
were adjunct English instructors while five werea@uate Teaching Assistants enrolled in
master’s programs in the English department. logirs had between one semester and six
years’ experience teaching CO150 at C#3+2.38 yrs;SD=1.87 yrs). Instructors had either one
or two students currently enrolled in their classed had taught between one to four
international students during their time as a CObS@uctor. One instructor had taught ESL
classes prior to teaching CO150, three others hddrtternational students in previous
semesters of CO150, and the remaining four hachbaaior experience working with
international students.

Instruments

Three separate, but related, questionnaires weea ¢p students in the international-
only sections, mainstream classes, and instruofarginstream classes with enrolled
international students (see Appendices A-C). Qaestires were based on the survey used in

Saberi-Najafi and Chandler’s (2010) study of ingtional students’ perceptions of their
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experiences in composition classes. Although thawvey provided the model for this study,
guestions were modified, expanded, and deleted fhemn survey to suit the specific research
guestions addressed in this study. Additional opeeed questions were also added to address
the students’ reasons for enrolling in their retipecclasses as well as if they believed their
writing or language abilities improved or changsdaesult of the class.

Interviews were semi-structured, so that additig@stions could be asked for
clarification or expansion of answers (see Appeslid and E). Some interview questions were
modeled after questions used in Leki and Carsdi®97%) study of the comparison between
international students’ experiences in EAPs anglarsity writing courses. Questions were
modified, expanded, deleted, and added to suspleeific needs of the present study.

Analysis of Data

The triangulation of data collection, as describgdCreswell and Clark (2007) was
chosen for the mixed methods approach in this sflidg purpose of this type of design is to
“bring together the differing strengths of quarttita methods (...) with those of qualitative
methods (..)” (Patton, 1990, as cited in Creswell & Clark, Z00. 62). Creswell and Clark
(2007) indicate that this type of design is appiatprfor studies that wish to “validate or expand
guantitative results with qualitative data” (p. 623 this study sought to do, using data from
interviews to further explain and expand geneeids that were observed from the quantitative
results of the surveys.

As described by Creswell and Clark (2007), congecg model procedures of the
triangulation design were used. In the convergenadel, quantitative and qualitative data are
collected “separately on the same phenomenon amdttie results are converged (by comparing

and contrasting the different results) during tiiteripretation” (Creswell & Clark, 2007, p. 64).
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The convergence model was chosen because quastidiatia (from the questionnaires) was
collected separately from qualitative data (intewwresponses) and then the results were
converged during interpretation. However, the cogeece model can have some drawbacks,
including the challenge of merging the two setdath (quantitative and qualitative). In order to
help mitigate this challenge, interview questioddrassed similar concepts as those addressed in
the questionnaires; however, they were answeradnore in-depth manner than in the
guestionnaires.

Quantitative analysis.Questionnaire items were investigated quantitativekert-scale
responses from the surveys were assigned a nuinealaa (strongly agree=4, agree=3,
disagree=2, strongly disagree=1) and then analyathddescriptive statistics to provide
information on general experiences between andmfoups. Descriptive statistics (mean and
standard deviation) were computed. Open endedignestom the survey were coded
according to themes, following the procedure oetiby Creswell (2003). This coding was
accomplished by first reading through the answdestifying common topics and ideas, which
were then grouped into recurring themes. Theseekemere then placed into related categories.
Categories received a code. With the code listtégbponses to open-ended questions were
reread and coded. The codes for each theme wereduated and these numbers were then
transformed into percentages to represent thegooati the participant population whose
response correlated with the different identifiategories. As some students often gave more
than one response, their answers to open-endetlangesay have received more than one
code.

Qualitative analysis.Responses to interview questions were analyzedtafinly,

following the procedure outlined by Creswell (200&) interpretation of qualitative data.
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Interview responses were first transcribed if thagl been recorded. Then, transcripts and notes
from non-recorded interviewed were reviewed togygeneral sense of the types of answers
participants gave to questions. Information inititerviews was then coded for major themes
represented in the data. In order to generate todes, these steps were followed:

e A list of themes was made.

e Themes were grouped into recurrent topics.

e Topics were grouped into categories.

e Categories were coded and applied to the data thhenmterviews.
Once the interview data was coded, an additiorsslarecher reviewed two interviews using the
identified codes. These interviews were coded terdene how closely they matched the initial
coding, see if there were any major discrepaneied,identify any missing possible codes. Any
discrepancies were discussed between the coderth@wcode list adjusted as necessary. Once
coding was completed, the associated parts frormtbeviews were related to the research
guestions they best addressed. These narrativaptests were then used to further expand
upon trends observed in the quantitative resulfgavided contrasts to the results, as those

experiences were individual to the students beatgyviewed.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This section focuses on the results from the ssreed interviews of international
students enrolled in both instructional settingai(retream and international-only) and
instructors of mainstream classes with enrolledrimdtional students. The experiences of
international students enrolled in internationaly@ections are discussed first, followed by the
experiences of international students enrolled &nstream classes. Their experiences in their
respective section of CO150 are divided into fapasate, but related sections: 1) their choice of
instructional setting, 2) their comfort level iretblassroom, 3) their perception of fulfillment of
writing and classroom needs and 4) their prefeergdliment options. Following an explanation
of their experiences, the research question osithdarities of their experiences in their
respective classes is discussed.

The experiences and perceptions of instructorsashstream classes with enrolled
international students are then described. Ingiruetperiences are divided into five separate but
related sections: 1) perception of internationadisht comfort level in the classroom, 2)
perception of mainstream sections’ ability to filiifiternational student needs, 3) perceived
benefits and challenges of having internationaletis enrolled in their mainstream sections, 4)
opinion as to the best instructional setting faeinational students, and 5) satisfaction with the
support they receive. Included in this descript®a discussion of the similarities and
differences of perceptions of instructors compdceiiternational students in mainstream
classes.

Experiences of International Students in Internatimal-Only Sections
Experiences of international students in inteoratl-only sections with respect to their

choice of instruction, comfort level, fulfillmenf aeeds, and preferred instructional setting are
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discussed below. Results show that internationaesits in international-only sections of
CO150 enroll in these sections for similar reasées,comfortable in their classes, and feel that
their sections are meeting their needs, althoutgnirew responses identified some contrasts to
survey results.

Choice of instructional setting.International students chose to enroll in inteorai-
only sections of CO150 for a variety of reasonadgnts were first asked if they were aware that
they could enroll in a mainstream section rathantan international-only section of CO150.
Although most students indicated that they wererawfaur students indicated that they were
not aware that they had a choice. All four of theselents, however, responded that if they had
been aware of the choice, they still would haveseinao enroll in an international-only section,
but did not indicate why.

The thirteen students who were aware that theldaroll in a mainstream section, but
chose instead to enroll in international-only sats$i of CO150 stated their reason(s) for their
enrollment choice. Five main categories for themodment choice were identified (see Table 3).
Table 3

Reasons for Enrollment in International-Only Seg$io
Reason N? Percentageb

Relative challenge of mainstream vs. I-O 6 43%
Instructor knowledge of international students 4 29%
Recommendation (from advisor/student) 3 22%
More comfortable than mainstream section 2 14%

No response 1 7%
Note. °N more than participants in the study because some students gave more than one reason
®Total percentage higher than 100% because student answers often contained more than one coded response

Most reasons for enrolling in international-ongcsons had to do with the perception
that mainstream classes would be too challenginthéam in comparison to the international-

only section (43%). For example, one student stiiat] “I've heard from the former students
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that a mainstream section is too challenging,” e/hihother expressed, “I think it will be easier
than go to the mainstream class.” One student titahgt he could not “compete [with] native
American student.”

What is unclear from these responses is exactht ey believed was the difference in
the level of difficulty between the two sectiong@ both mainstream and international-only
sections of CO150 carry the same objectives, assgitar assignments, and include the same
amount of course work, there should be little défece between the two with regard to rigor of
the course. Despite the similarities in this pragend in other composition classes, many
students tend to believe that a difference existeéen the two instructional settings. Students,
international and American alike, tend to percanternational-only sections of composition
classes as less challenging or at a lower level th@nstream classes (Braine, 1994a; Ibrahim &
Penfield, 2005). The reasons behind this perceptierunclear and bear further exploration. If
students believe that the course itself will baezag terms of course load, expectations on
assignments, and/or expected level of student pedioce, it is worth ensuring that these
perceptions are not reinforced in the classroonthamternational-only sections are expected to
prepare students in the same manner as mainsttaases. Communicating this to students as
well as advisors would help students make a mdognred choice about their preferred
instructional setting.

The second highest response category was witkecetpthe instructor of the course
(29%), specifically the instructors’ familiarity lworking with international students and their
knowledge of international students’ challenges@®ases for this category included, “that they
[the instructor] can explain stuff better [thantmstors in mainstream sections].” One student

believed that “(...) the instructor of this class lawore effective way to teach international
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students like me.” Another student was concerned writing mistakes that international
students may make and how the instructor mightores$po those mistakes. He replied that, “I
think instructors [in international-only sectiongpuld understand the silly mistakes that we do,
and native English speakers [mainstream instrujctlans’'t. Grammar for example.”

One student specifically referred to her expeatetiof the instructor as to why she
enrolled in the international-only section. Shelaxyed:

| thought the teacher might have more experienmd&ivwg with international students and

that we don’t have to explain [problems or diffites] because of culture differences.

And the mainstream teachers, | don’'t know theikigaaunds, but they might not be as

considerate of our differences. The [internatiomally] instructor is willing to explain

little things (...) and she will double check with, ido you know what that means?”
This echoes the international students in Zam&B95%) study who were concerned that
instructors in mainstream classes did not takelitherences of NNSE into account, making
classes a struggle for them. Since instructorb@friternational-only sections of CO150 have
experience working with L2 learners, it is proba@lgafe assumption on the part of international
students that these instructors will be considaevhthfferences. Instructor experience and
background in mainstream classes, however, are likehg to be varied and students who chose
to enroll in international-only sections may notva#ing to take the chance of having an
instructor who is not experienced or knowledgealeut working with L2 writers.

The third category of responses indicated thatesstudents (22%) enrolled in the
international-only sections based on recommendsitieither from their advisor or from other
international students. One student reported tisdtlvisor told [him] that it is better enroll in

this class,” although he did not indicate why hdsiaor thought this section would be better.
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Another student said that he’d “heard from the ferstudents [to enroll in the international-only
section].”

While this indicates that both former students addisors are recommending the
international-only sections to international stugeit’s not clear why these recommendations
are being made. Previous students who make thexraeadation may have had a good
experience in the class and believed that it wbeltbeneficial to other international students.
Advisors, who may or may not be familiar with tHetenges of L2 writers, may be
recommending these sections simply because studenisternational students. If advisors and
students are making these recommendations basteiomnderstanding of the difference
between the enroliment options and their understgnaf why a student may choose one
instructional setting over another, then theseatbel considered well-informed
recommendations. However, if students or advismrsraking these recommendations simply
because they believe international students shakkla class specifically for international
students rather than exploring the options withstiuelent, it's possible that the international-
only section may not always be the best fit. Furtedy could indicate what benefits
recommenders see to the international-only sectmmss in the case of advisors, what their
understanding is of the difference between thedpimns.

The remaining category for choice of internatiemay sections was related to the
students’ perceived comfort level of these sectiéosirteen percent of students responded that
they enrolled in the international-only sectionsdese they felt more comfortable in these
sections. One student said that he believed thawiidbe comfortable with students who are the
same as me (English is not their first languag&htther student said that she believed that an

“environment with other international students wbhe fun and more comfortable.” Research
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has indicated that international students ten@ébdncomfortable in mainstream classes and,
when given a choice, often prefer to work with otN&ISE rather than NSE (Harklau, 1994,
Braine, 1994B; Ibrahim & Penfield, 2005). A moretbugh discussion of comfort level in the
classroom is discussed in the section below.

Although students had clear reasons for theiraghtm enroll in the international-only
sections, some students expressed concern abauttibeen instructional setting. Specifically,
eleven students (61%) reported that they had semeecns about being in an international-only
section. The largest concern of students enrotiedternational-only sections (33%) was related
to communication difficulties. Communication difficies identified by the students included
difficulties with their own ability to communicates well as their ability to understand the
instructor of the course and other students ertatighe course. Some students simply
responded that they were concerned about “commitimmcaroblems.” However, other students
provided more details about their communicationceons. For example, one student said that
“maybe | cannot understand what the teacher sayex@oress my ideas smoothly with them.”
Another student said that “when [we] communicatéwiach other (...) | will not understand
their non-standard pronunciation.”

Since the course can include a lot of group warknd) class, being able to communicate
with other students in the class is important. 8tisl who may have only had classes in their
home country, with a teacher and other studentsivave similar accents in English, could find
it difficult to understand students or an instrucito has a different accent than they do. This
bears further research to determine if this isrecem that should be considered in international-

only sections.
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Other students (17%) were concerned that theydvood learn as much from
international students as they would from Ameristudents in a mainstream class. For example,
one student commented that “I cannot learn frormthe much as if they are American.”
Another student was concerned about the differenbenefits related to peer review between an
international-only section and a mainstream cl4sstting peer reviews—may not be as helpful
as asking from a native English speaker.” Anothedent was concerned that she would not
improve her English as she might in a mainstreass;istating that, “people speak their mother
language instead of English with people coming ftbmsame country. It's hard to improve
English then.” These concerns echo some of tharese¢hat suggests students enrolled in
international-only sections may miss out on oppaties such as authentic language practice
with NSE or seeing examples of writing conventitnasn NNSE papers (Healy & Hall, 1994,
Matsuda & Silva, 1999). Although international stats may choose to enroll in an
international-only section because of potentialdiiénthey foresee, it's clear that they are also
aware of the possible benefits of working with NSE.

Perceived comfort level in the classroonResponses that addressed the comfort level
of international students in the classroom cammfseven Likert-scale statements from the
survey. Descriptive statistics from these questmesent a general sense of comfort among
students in the international-only sections of CO(<ee Table 4).

In general, international students who enrollechtarnational-only CO150 classes felt
comfortable working with other students in the stasm and asking the instructor for further
clarification when they didn’t understand somethihgey felt that they were a valued part of the
class and that their class had a friendly and weicg atmosphere. They also preferred to have

an instructor who was familiar with their cultuiiéhis preference corresponds with a large
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percentage (22%) of students who indicated thanlyean instructor who was familiar with
cultural differences and the writing challengegd thternational students may face was a main
reason for enrolling in an international-only senti

Table 4

Descriptive Statistics for Select Survey Questialating to Comfort Level in the Classroom

Survey Question Mean St. Dev.
1. | feel comfortable working/talking with other international students in the 3.22 0.55
class.

3. | feel comfortable asking the instructor questions during class, in front of 3.17 0.71
other students in the class.

7. If  don’t understand something the instructor says, | feel comfortable asking 3.28 0.57
other student in the class for help.

8. | think the atmosphere of my class is friendly and welcoming.* 3.52 0.52
11. | feel comfortable showing my writing to my classmates. 3.17 0.62
13. | prefer to have an instructor who is familiar with my culture. 3.44 0.70
16. | feel that my opinions and thoughts are valued in this class. 3.28 0.67
Note. *n=17

Students indicated that they generally felt comafole asking the instructor questions in
class in front of other students. One student whse interviewed said he was comfortable with
this because “we [the students] are all at the dawss [of English and writing], so we don't feel
embarrassed or need to worry about saying sometimoigg.” However, most students who
were interviewed stated that they would preferdio the instructor questions during office hours
rather than during class. One student commentedhéhpreferred to wait until office hours to
ask his instructor questions because he worrigd'tipaquestions might just be time wasting
and I'm scared to ask the question [in class] beead the limited time.” Another student said
that sometimes her questions led to more questindsn office hours her instructor could
“answer all the questions (...) and give more infaiora” Although they preferred to ask

guestions outside of class, all the students whe weerviewed indicated that they felt
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comfortable asking their instructor questions aiking with them both during class as well as
during office hours; they simply preferred thedatf given the choice.

Students also indicated that they felt comfortatdeking with other international
students. Many of the students who were intervieegadrasted this feeling of comfort in the
international-only sections with how they belietbdy would feel working with NSE students.
One student indicated that “I felt comfortable wiackwith other [international] students. I'm in
other classes with [NSE] students (...) and | haveritked with them yet, but | think it will be
stressful and | am already worried about it.” Arestbtudent also commented, “I'm not
comfortable [working with NSE] because | would pably speak poorly (...) if | worked in
pairs.”

Research has shown that international studentdimédyays of avoiding working with
NSE in composition classes, may feel uncomfortaleking with NSE in groups, or
contributing to class discussions (Harklau, 1984atim & Penfield, 2005; Hsieh, 2007).
Enrolling in a class with all NNSE is one way fatarnational students to avoid working with
NSE and feel more comfortable in their classrooroviding international students the option to
enroll in an international-only class gives them dpportunity to feel comfortable working with
other students and to contribute to class and gdmqussions that they may not experience in
their other university classes.

Fulfillment of needs.Responses that addressed the fulfillment of needdernational-
only sections came from thirteen Likert-scale stagets on the survey. Fulfillment of needs
related to how well students thought they wereniegy in their classes, whether they understood
classroom communication, whether they felt thay there receiving benefits from activities

such as peer review, and whether they thought wiréting had improved. Fulfillment of needs
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also addressed whether students could see a chmatigggr writing and make connections
between writing in CO150 and their other classes.

In general, international students in in&lonal-only sections indicated that they believed
that their needs were met (see Table 5). Studeptsted that they understood their instructors’
lectures and directions for class work and assigrisnd hey also believed that their instructor
understood their questions and was able to answer.tFinally, they believed that their
instructor paid as much attention to them as tmther students in the class. One area in which
students did not think their needs were being neet with respect to learning better in a class
with NSE or NNSE. Most students indicated that tlielynot learn as well in a classroom of
other international students compared to nativdisimgpeakers. This corresponds with the 17%
of students who were concerned with their enrolinolimice because they felt they might not
learn as much from other international students.

Table 5

Descriptive Statistics for Select Survey Questi®alating to Perception of Needs Fulfillment

Survey Questions Mean St. Dev.
2. 1 think I learn better when | work with other international students rather 2.89 0.68
than native English speaking students.

4. When | ask my instructor questions, he/she understands what | am asking 3.61 0.50
and is able to answer my question(s).

5. During lectures, | am able to understand what my instructor is saying. 3.50 0.51
6. When my instructor gives directions for class work and assignments, | 3.61 0.50
understand what he/she is asking me to do.

9. During peer workshop, it is easy for me to comment on the writing of my 3.36 0.67
classmates.*

10. During peer workshop, | think that my classmates make comments that are 2.82 0.87
helpful in my revisions.*

18. | feel that this class is adequately preparing me for writing in other college 3.45 0.69
classes.*

19. | understand the expectations in this class. That is, | understand what | need  3.50 0.62
to do in order to do well in this class.

20. | understand what constitutes as plagiarism. 3.39 0.61
Note. *n=11
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Another area in which students indicated they vmertesatisfied was related to peer
review. Although students felt that they were ableespond to their classmates’ papers, they did
not feel that their classmates provided helpful o@nts for their future revisions. One student
commented that,

Sometimes you work with someone who is not reslie what's going on (...). But if

you’re working with a partner who is working on theomework and [assignments] (...)

and they know what is going on, then workshopsealy good and you get good help.

Another student also felt that not everyone wasdgat commenting on papers. He stated
that “forty percent [of students] sit there andrndwhing and make no comments or [poor
comments].” Research into NNSE experiences in waBshave identified that students often
believe that there is a range in the value of studesponses during peer review, especially when
students are new to peer review (Sadler, 2004).

Although in any classroom, mainstream or inteoral-only, there are bound to be
students who, for various reasons, are not as iEmith the expectations of an assignment, it is
important to ensure that students have an undelistanf the expectations of workshop. If
students are not responding to other studentstedfiectively, it might be worth investing class
time into specific instructions on how to performpeer review during workshop. Hu (2005)
found that only with extensive trainings on the &#s and challenges of workshops, the ways in
which to respond to writing, and the appropriatecpdures to follow when reviewing another
student’s paper were NNSE able to provide condistappropriate and helpful responses during
peer review. Although Hu (2005) found that thisuieed a lot of in-class explanation and
training, if peer review is to be used in the daem, such steps may be necessary, especially for

NNSE who may be unfamiliar or uncomfortable withmeoenting on a fellow student’s paper.
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Students also indicated that they believed tiat tvriting had changed as a result of
C0O150. Since some students completed the surveardisvthe beginning of a semester, only 11
students (out of 18) responded to questions anenséants on the survey that related to the
different ways in which they felt that their wrigrhad changed. Of the students who answered
the questions, no one indicated that they beli¢lattheir writing had neither improved nor
changed and many offered a number of ways in witielt writing had changed.

Of the 11 students that felt that their writinglldnanged and/or improved, four were
unable to explain how their writing had improvedt telt that it had. The remaining responses
could be grouped into two categories, with threea®ing responses that could not be grouped.
The first category related to learning how to watpaper for a university classes. One student
commented that, “I know how to write a Americanwansity paper now,” while another said “I
know how to write a essay correctly for [univerkitlasses.” The second category was related
to rules and methods of writing for an Americandsaic audience. One student stated, “I know
more rules and methods of writing that can help(mg Another student said that, “I learn the
importance of citation.” Two student responsesrditifit into the above categories. One student
commented that, “I know more about different gerir€se other response indicated that the
student’s “writing speed is more fast.”

Results also indicated that students understoa thiey needed to do in order to
succeed in the class. Most students who were ieteed indicated that in order to do well, they
needed to follow the rubric for each major assigmiyiésten to class lectures, and improve their
writing. For example, one student said that hetruicsor “lists out all of the things [we need to
do] on the grading sheets [rubric] and | will dolM | follow those things].” Beyond that, she

believed that her writing was expected to havel@dfcclaim or main point, and do you have
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enough supporting points for it. | think that's wivaportant because if you don’'t have enough
support then your claim is not convincing.” Makitigs connection may be especially important
for international students, as research has irgticéitat NNSE often struggle with providing
adequate support for argument structures in acadenting (Silva, 1993).

The same student indicated that she understoothi¢havriting needed to change from
the way she wrote papers in Taiwan, specificalat,th

The writing style is different [in the U.S.]; yoieed to be really direct (...) | feel like [in

Taiwan] (...) you make the reader do the thinking,then [my instructor] always says

that here you have to be really direct because [ihstructors and American audience]

don’t necessarily have time for your old style.
This statement suggests that she was beginningderstand the differences in reader
expectations between Taiwanese and English, mdrong a “reader responsible” to “writer
responsible” rhetorical structure (Hinds, 1987)nsthing that many international-only section
instructors spend class time discussing.

Another student indicated that her instructor exge her “to improve writing between
assignments.” She explained, however, that thdsnod been the case for her between her first
and second assignment. She said that,

| wanted to improve from assignment to assignmautton the second assignment,

everything dropped. | didn’t do well because theeze no examples. | think it was [a]

new [assignment]. Other assignments had exampléshére was no example for this

one. | think it [the second assignment] wasn't cléased the examples to do well and

understand expectations of the other assignments.
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This type of response may indicate that some iateynal students do well by looking at past
examples of student assignments so that they caelrtiteir assignment after previous students’
assignments. CO150 instructors (in both internali@mly and mainstream classes) typically
provide examples from previous semesters as méaletsirrent students. If an instructor
decides to include an assignment that has not lxseh before, it might be beneficial to provide
examples from outside sources. These texts coilllddtas a model for students who are
unfamiliar with certain genres that are presente@®150. Considering that many IEPs may
teach writing that is different from writing expatibns in college composition class, as indicated
by Ramanathan and Atkinson (1995), providing iraéonal students with examples of the
genres they are expected to write in may help themnore successful. Since students may be
writing in a genre that is unfamiliar to them, exdes could provide a guide for the expected
organization, content, and register of the genre.

In general, results from the survey indicated #tatlents believed that CO150 had
prepared them for writing expectations in theiresthniversity courses. Results from individual
interviews, however, indicated a mixed view onddequacy of CO150 in fulfilling additional
writing needs. Every student who was interviewekad that learning specific citation formats
was helpful and that they could apply that knowktlgother classes. One student commented
that “learning citation was helpful because | didaiow it before. In China, citation is not as
formal. Learning MLA was important and | can therdarstand APA, too.” Another student,
from Taiwan, commented that MLA style was importankearn since other classes require
some kind of citation. Because of the differencesxpectations between citations in their home

country and the U.S., students felt that this wasrgortant aspect to learn and felt that they had
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been adequately taught how to properly cite foAarerican audience, regardless of whether
their other classes used APA or MLA format.

With regard to specific writing tasks performedumversity classes outside of CO150,
two of the interviewed students believed that COl&a@ taught them how to write texts for these
classes, while two other students found that CQi&®lacking in some areas. One student, a
math major, saw the applicability of CO150 to césseutside of her major:

| do not do much writing outside of CO150 for mdixcept for my music appreciation

class (...) The most helpful assignment [in CO150% wee argument essay. It's similar

to writing in music appreciation. Learning in CO1a€lped me with the structure.

Another student said that although the writin€@150 was different from writing for
her other classes, she was able to take conceptsGO150 and apply them to other contexts:

| did a couple papers for my biology class foala teport. | did two papers for sociology

class. We need to use a lot of summary (...) in ayrégoorts. | need to summarize what

is the purpose of the whole experiment and my $ogjopaper we have to do summary
as well. I found that [learning summary skills i©C50 was] very helpful.

In contrast, two other students felt that theyeu@mable to use skills taught in CO150 to
specific types of writing outside of the compositidassroom. Although both students weren’t
able to see the application of specific types afimg in CO150, they had very different
attitudes. One student still felt that CO150 hagrowed his writing skills in general although he
did not see a direct connection to the writingisdurrent content classes. This student, who
was currently taking mostly science and math cassenmented that,

I don’t do much writing [outside of CO150]. | jusave sciences and math. | have to

write lab reports. And I think it's very differefrom [the writing in] CO150, so CO150
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doesn't really teach you how to do the scienceingitl think it [CO150] is better for the

Humanities, but not for science.

When asked, however, whether he thought that seisragors should be required to take CO150
or if there should be a CO150 specifically for ace majors, he replied that he believed CO150
was a necessary basic writing course and that hlghel composition courses could fill the
needs for genre specific writing skills. Overak, $aw a use for CO150, as it helped him to
“learn to write more American.”

The final student who was interviewed felt tha Writing in CO150 was not applicable
to writing in other classes and had not helped niakea better writer. When asked if she could
make connections between writing in CO150 and Hegraclasses, she commented that,

| think they are separate between the two. Argumeiting was the closest. In history,

we had to write a paper, but it wasn’t an argunagrt there was no counterargument. We

just had to express ourselves. We didn’t do th&@150, it was more structured.
When asked if CO150 had helped improve her writmgeneral, this student expressed
frustration throughout most of her interview bea@agher perception that CO150 had not
improved her writing. Specifically, she commentbdt

| started CO150 in my second year. | already hgeeence writing in other classes. |

had to learn how to write from those classes aacctimments | got on those papers. It

was difficult, but | learned and I finally got gogdades on those papers, so | don’t think

C0O150 had much impact on my writing after that.

She commented that as a result of her experieheayished she had enrolled in the mainstream
section of CO150 because she thought it might bae& more challenging and would have

improved her writing more than the internationalyosection.
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There was at least one salient difference betweestudents who were able to make
connections between CO150 and writing in otherselasand the student who felt that CO150
was not helpful, which might provide an explanatimo their different reactions. The first three
students, who saw the applicability of the skilisl @xperiences they had in CO150 to other
classes, all took CO150 in their first semest&€@U. The student who was frustrated with her
experience, in contrast, took CO150 during hedteemester and already had experience
writing in American classrooms. As she commentbd,lgad learned how to write papers well
by learning from her mistakes in earlier papers a@pulying what she had learned from them to
future assignments. In this way, she felt thatwase already successful with writing in content
classes before she had enrolled in an internatsection of CO150.

Their experiences and resulting perceptions of &3xliggest that international students
should be required to take their writing courséhiir first semester, or at least their first yesr,
the university. Requiring international studentsaice a writing course the first semester they are
eligible may help reduce their struggles in contgasses as well as help them to apply the
writing skills that they learn to writing that thelp outside of the composition classroom.

In addition to their perception of the applicadlyilof skills learned in CO150, students
who were interviewed were also asked if they belkikthat they received enough support in
C0O150, both inside and outside of the classroondesits reported that they received a lot of
support in the classroom and that the additiongpstt they sought and used adequately
addressed their needs. Most students used theng/@tenter to varying degrees. One student
used the Writing Center for each major assignmedtthought it was generally helpful,
although she was frustrated that each sessionlastlyd 30 minutes and that Writing Center

tutors were not always familiar with her assignmeAinother student commented that he would
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always recommend the Writing Center to his inteamat friends instead of asking someone else
(i.e. another student or NSE) to look over an assent because “they [Writing Center staff
members] are professionals, or a kind of profesdiand know what they are looking for.”

Responses indicate that, in general, internatistuglents in international-only sections
believed that their needs are being met withinctaesroom with regards to understanding
expectations, receiving enough support, and sesplcability of writing in CO150 to writing
in other contexts. However, interviews did indictite need for improvement in the areas of
addressing writing needs within the wider contdxhe university as well as providing
examples for all assignments.

Preferred enrollment option. The final question on the survey asked students to
consider what they believed would be the idealut$tonal setting for a composition class: 1)
all native speakers of English, 2) all non-natigeakers of English, or 3) half native speakers of
English and half non-native speakers of Engliste firfajority of students (77%) responded that
they would prefer to enroll in a class that wag N&GE and half NNSE, while only 11% would
prefer a class of all NNSE. One student indicatpdeference for a class of all NSE.

Choices for enrollment and concerns of their ch@tenrollment in international-only
sections may help indicate why a majority of studevould ultimately prefer a composition
class with half NSE and half NNSE. With NSE classsaNNSE could gain some of the
benefits they think they are missing out on, suichaving a NSE as a partner during peer review
or being able to improve their English. A clasg tiees NSE, but also contains a large group of
international students, and an instructor who nsiliar with international student struggles in L2
writing could provide a balance between studenteams of international-only sections and their

reasons for choosing to enroll in an internatiamaly section. As Matsuda and Silva (1999)
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indicated, mixed composition classes can providatarosphere that is less threatening than
mainstream classes and is beneficial for internatistudent language and composition
improvement.

Experiences of International Students in MainstreanClasses

Based on survey results, international students evinolled in mainstream sections of
CO150 had a variety of reasons for their enrolinodiatice, tended to feel comfortable in the
classroom, and felt that CO150 met their needssétesafor students’ enrollment choice, their
comfort level in the classroom, perception of fltient of needs, and preferred instructional
setting are discussed below.

Choice of instructional setting.International students chose to enroll in mainstrea
sections of CO150 for a variety of reasons. Sttgleho were aware that they had a choice of
instructional setting listed a number of reasomsfwosing to enroll in mainstream sections.
Three main categories for their choice were idedijfwith four reasons that were not easily
categorized (see Table 6).

Table 6

Reasons for Enroliment in Mainstream Sections
Reason

Challenge self

Drawbacks of international-only sections

Benefits of mainstream sections

No reason given

Misc./Uncategorizable
Note. °N higher than participants because some gave more than one response
bPercentage higher than 100% due to multiple responses

Percentageb
50%
30%
20%
10%
40%

AR N WOV|Z

The largest category (50%) indicated that studematsted to challenge themselves by
enrolling in a mainstream class. For example, ongent wrote that, “I felt like my English was

sufficient enough to enter a course with otherssehirst language is English,” while another
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student wanted “[to] be graded as native.” Studsa&ned to believe that the mainstream
classes were more challenging than the interndtmmig sections, because they were being
compared with NSE, especially with grading andrtixgiting level. These results support the
idea that students who feel that their writing iolnd English proficiency are on par with NSE
tend to enroll in mainstream classes so that theynea composition class with students “like
them” (Costino & Hyon, 2007). Also, if their Endhigroficiency and L1 writing ability are high,
they may be able to combine those skills to do wedl class with NSE (Cummings, 1989).
Two additional categories addressed the percdieedfits of the mainstream class and
the perceived drawbacks of the international-oelgtisns. Perceived benefits of the mainstream
class included one student who indicated that irkimg with NSE “my writing skills will
improve.” One student believed that mainstreamselasvere a way to improve his English,
stating that “I want to improve my English with ivat speakers.” Another student saw
international-only sections as an impediment toroamg English and therefore wanted to be in
a mainstream class, stating that, “(...) there araygs lots of mother tongues in int’l only
sections rather than English being spoken.” A studdio was interviewed expressed a similar
sentiment:
Last semester | took CO130 and there were a IGhofiese students and other
international students [in my class]. | have a fesding that everyone speaks Chinese.
I’'m taking an English class, so it's not good foe o speak Chinese (...) I think I will
make more progress [in English and writing] in dmaaeam class than in an
international-only one.
Four students indicated that they were not awaaethere were CO150 sections for

international students. Two of these students atduat that if they had known, they would have
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enrolled in them. One student stated that she wioaN@ enrolled in the international-only
section “because the teacher probably teachesihanway.” Two of these students indicated
that if they had known about the international-asdgtions, they still would have chosen to
enroll in the mainstream classes. The responsastfiese four students indicate that there may
be a need for providing additional information abihe enrollment options for international
students.

One reason some students may be unaware of graeatipnal-only sections may be
because they don't self-identify as a NNSE on thEicement exam. One student indicated that
when he enrolled in CO150, he was not aware thabbkl have enrolled in an international-
only section. He said that he had not self-idesdifas a NNSE on his exam because he had
wanted his writing to be assessed with NSE’s wgitiDespite the fact that all placements exams
are evaluated by the same raters, internationdésts may not be aware of this and choose not
to self-identify so that they are rated alongsi®BENEnsuring that international students
understand that their exams are evaluated with M&¥encourage more students to self-
identify on the placement exam. This would increhgechances that they would be contacted
about their options when enrolling in CO150. lingortant that they are aware of this so that
they can decide which instructional setting migbkstisuit their needs.

Despite their choice to enroll in a mainstreansglanost students (79%) expressed some
concerns about being enrolled in a class with mdstl all) NSE. Over half of the international
students enrolled in mainstream classes (64%)ifcehsome type of concern about
communication in the classroom. This category cdeadurther divided into two subcategories,
those related to understanding (whether they conttbrstand NSE and vice versa) and

communication during class discussions. One stud@nimented that “my concern is that my
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English isn’t good enough and that people will haveard time understanding me.” Another
student worried that he would have “difficultiesunderstanding what others are talking about
because they speak faster than international stsiien

In addition to general communication concerns,sgtadents were worried about
communication specifically during group discussionthe class. One student thought that
“during discussions, they [NSE] might not talk te ms much as they do to Americans, cuz they
probably assume | don’t understand as much asdbéyAnother student expressed similar
concerns with communication during small group asstons:

| feel embarrassed about discussions. If you hawegroup members that are native

speakers, they talk to each other but not to me. ¢ém’t catch up with them. But if they

will direct comments to me, it will be better. Imbmind talking with them, but they

make it hard. Their voice when they talk with Ancans, it's lower and faster, hard to

follow. If they talk to foreigners, they will slodown, but they usually talk to each other.

Many studies have observed that internationalesttedtend to stay silent during group
work or discussions and may feel “silenced” by tiNSE counterparts (Hsieh, 2007, p.384), but
that they would like to contribute to group disaass (Braine, 1996). As Hsieh (2007)
indicated, instructors may want to consider assigspecific roles to students during group
work so that everyone must contribute, althoughkldar(1994) observed that even when
assigned a certain role during group work, inteomall students would sometimes return to their
own desks to work alone. This may be because, when assigned a certain role, NSE students
unaccustomed to working with NNSE may be unawaaiettiey are speaking at a rate that makes
contribution difficult for NNSE, as indicated inishstudy. Instructors in mainstream classes may

want to consider doing more pair work than grouplavas this may allow international students
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more opportunities to engage in a discussion if (NEE partner does not have another NSE to
work with.

Two other additional concerns were identified. 8®tudents (14%) were concerned
about the vocabulary of the class; one student cemtexd that her biggest concern was
“vocabulary-that | don’t understand words and megsithat are important.” International
students’ struggles with vocabulary is somethirag thstructors should be aware of, as one
study showed that when NNSE encounter a new voaapulord during a lecture or in-class
discussion they can lose track of the topic thakisg discussed and “get stuck” on the
unknown word (Mendelsohn, 2002, p.68). Instructoesy want to ensure that they are
explaining any context specific words so that inéional students can follow lectures.

Another student was concerned about being anitrtsn the classroom. She wrote
that her biggest concern was that “I view myselda®utsider because | am from another
country, have totally different backgrounds and relagre different interests with [NSE].” This
reinforces Harklau’s (1994) study, which indicatedt NNSE may feel uncomfortable with NSE
because they feel like they have little in commathWSE. These feelings often cause
international students to feel isolated in clasdes| NSE (Braine, 1994b). Despite the fact that
integration of NSE into mainstream classes has bagning, problems identified almost two
decades ago still exist in the classroom. Someesigms and discussion for addressing this
problem are offered in the discussion of instrugienceptions and experiences below.

Perceived Comfort Level in the ClassroomResponses that addressed the respective
comfort level of international students in theictsens of CO150 came from eight Likert-scale
statements from the survey. Results indicatedithatnational students enrolled in mainstream

classes generally felt comfortable in their clasgath some exceptions (see Table 7).
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Table 7

Descriptive Statistics for Select Survey Questi®alating to Comfort Level in the Classroom
Survey Question Mean St. Dev.

1. | feel comfortable working/talking with English speaking students in the class 3.00 0.68

in pairs or groups.

3. | feel comfortable asking the instructor questions during class, in front of 2.64 0.93
native English speaking students in the class.

7. If  don’t understand something the instructor says, | feel comfortable askinga 3.21 0.70
native English speaking student in the class for help.

8. | think the atmosphere of my class is friendly and welcoming. 3.50 0.52
13. | prefer to have an instructor who is familiar with my culture. 2.22 0.80
16. | feel that my opinions and thoughts are valued in this class. 3.07 0.58

International students enrolled in mainstream elagsdicated that their classes had a
friendly and welcoming atmosphere. They felt condlble working with English speaking
students in the class, in pairs or in groups asg talt comfortable asking NSE students
guestions if they didn’'t understand the instruc&iudents also felt that their thoughts and
opinions were valued. Additionally, internationaldents enrolled in mainstream classes did not
feel that their instructor needed to be familiathatheir culture.

There were, however, a few areas that interndtgtndents indicated that they felt
uncomfortable. For example, students indicatedttieyt didn’t feel comfortable asking their
instructor questions in front of other NSE classeaOne student commented that he felt
comfortable asking the instructor questions,

(...) outside of class. | would follow her and as hfter class or in office hours. | don’t

want to ask in class (...) because maybe the questioot simple, it takes time, and

could delay the class. | don’t want to delay tressljust for myself.

Although students indicated on the survey thay te# comfortable working in pairs or
groups with NSE, this seems to contradict the 649 sommented that communication was one

of their biggest concerns, especially during graugok. There could be a few explanations for
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this. Students may be considering different siaregiin their answers, one in which they feel
comfortable, such as working with other classmd#teg know well, and one in which they feel
uncomfortable, such as a large group discussidm stitdents they don’t know well. For
example, one student who was interviewed explaihatshe was comfortable working and
talking with specific classmates who she workedwiigéquently throughout the semester, but
would probably not talk voluntarily with other ctamates or feel as comfortable working with
them in pairs or groups:
| feel comfortable working with my regular partaefhey include me in the discussion
and | got to know them. But otherwise, | wouldm@lktwith other students or want to
work with them. | feel comfortable [with my regulpartners], but (...) once I finish an
activity, | have nothing to talk about with studehtdon’t know well.
This response partly reflects the observationgévipus studies, such as Braine (1994b) and
Harklau (1994), where international students ofédnlike they had nothing in common with
other students. However, it also offers some irtgigflo what kind of situations NNSE may be
comfortable. Allowing international students to wavith partners they feel more comfortable
with may allow them to build a relationship witlo#e students and encourage them to
participate more. Although it's important to alletudents to work with a variety of partners, it
may be beneficial for instructors in mainstreanssés to ensure that international students are
able to work with other students that they feel tmiable with on a somewhat regular basis.
Fulfillment of needsFulfillment of needs addressed whether studemtsght their
enrollment option provided them with the best I@agratmosphere, provided a clear

understanding of instructor communication, and jghed benefits during peer review. How well
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students were able to understand classroom anithgvekpectations and how well they felt the
course addressed their writing needs were alsceased.

In general, international students tiedtt their writing needs were met by CO150 (see
Table 8). They thought that they learn better alaas with NSE classmates rather than a class
with only international students. They believed tihair instructor was able to answer their
guestions and they understood their instructorsxguectures and when giving instructions. In
addition, they thought that the instructor paidrash attention to them as to their NSE
counterparts in the class.
Table 8

Descriptive Statistics for Select Survey Questi®alating to Fulfillment of Needs

Survey Question Mean St. Dev.
4. When | ask my instructor questions, he/she understands what | am asking andis  3.50 0.52
able to answer my question(s).

6. When my instructor gives directions for class work and assignments, | 3.54 0.57
understand what he/she is asking us to do.

9. During peer workshop, it is easy for me to comment on the writing of my native  3.00 1.07
English speaking classmates. *

10. During peer workshop, | think that my native English speaking classmates make 3.38 0.52
comments that are helpful for my revisions.*

21. | understand what constitutes as plagiarism. 3.43 0.62
Note. *n=9

Survey results indicated that students underdtio®dlass theme of their mainstream
class; however some students who were interviewpressed difficulty with the class theme
“Ethics in Higher Education.” One student stateat thl had to learn a lot about it [problems in
higher education] to understand the same thingslasgsmates did (...) | didn’t know much
about the cost [of higher education] or other peaid, but | learned.” Another student said, “I
don’t have a background in it [issues in highercadion]. Honestly, I'm not that interested in it,
but I know (...) I will have to learn more.” This gimular class theme focuses on current events
that are culturally specific to an American contextich often places NNSE at a disadvantage
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when compared to their NSE counterparts (Brain84a} Instructors in mainstream classes
need to be aware of this possible gap and couldge@dditional background information on
specific topics within a class theme in the forrmeWspaper articles or internet sites that
provide an overview of a certain topic or issue.

Survey results also indicated that students lfelt peer reviews were helpful. Results
from individual interviews, however, presented xeli view. A Chinese student indicated that
he wasn’'t comfortable commenting on his classmatapérs. He explained that he didn’t “know
how to comment on their writing. | don't like toysé their writing is good or bad (because) | am
learning, t00.” Research has indicated that stdeaim some cultural backgrounds, such as
China, may find it more difficult than others tonement on others’ writing, feeling that they do
not have the authority to do so (Ramanathan & Aim 2006). Mainstream instructors should
be aware of these cultural differences as it coalagse problems during peer review. A more
thorough discussion of difficulties with peer ravien this context is provided in the discussion
section on instructor experiences.

Students also indicated that they believed tleit thriting had changed and improved as
a result of the class. Fifty percent of studenitstfeir writing had changed with regards to their
writing structure or organization. One student ocegfed that his writing had become more
“concise and clear,” while another student said sha learned to “write more academically.”
Two students indicated that their writing had crethffom a “reader responsible” to “writer
responsible” style of writing as identified by Hs{L987). For example, one student said
“writing here requires a lot more explanation [thaMalaysia]. Even if it's common sense, |
still need to talk about it. At home, | don’t neaslmuch elaboration. My reader can figure it

out.
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Students who were interviewed also indicated titey found learning about citation
beneficial. A Chinese student commented,

MLA citation is new for me. In China | didn’t hate be specific about my citations. |

wrote a paper for a political science class [befeaening citation practices in CO150]

and | didn’t use good citation; | got a low markeTinstructor didn’t tell us about it, just

expected us to know. I think it's very importangpecially for foreigners, to learn about

citation because we don't learn it at home.
All three students who were interviewed commentedhe importance of learning specific
citation practices, contrasting them to the lackitdtion practices in their home country.
Considering that university instructors will expétat students understand the expectation of
citation in the American university classroom, ttyige of instruction is beneficial for students,
especially international students who have notgraglious experiences with citation or have not
received explicit instruction on citation practig@nnert & Kobayashi, 2005).

Students who were interviewed indicated that fleéiythat they had enough support in
the classroom and rarely used outside support. Nbtree interviewed students had used the
Writing Center while in CO150. One student commenkeat he had planned to use the Writing
Center, but didn’t because he felt “confident” ia friting ability in English. Another student
said that “my [peer review] partners were reallpd@and helped in reviewing my papers.” She
indicated that she would consider going to the WgiCenter in the future “for classes that don’t
have peer review so someone can look at my papereeturn it in.” Research has shown that
some NNSE enrolled in mainstream composition oftasses find that the reviews they receive
in-class are enough so that they may not feelthegt need to seek outside resources when

composing (Sadler, 2004).
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Results also indicated that students believedthigatvriting they did in CO150 was
applicable to writing outside of the compositioasgroom, even if they had not yet had the
experience of using those skills in other conte®tse student commented that he had to do a lab
report and with the “background of CO150, it turreed not to be difficult. | could use summary
and organization skills from CO150 for the repoAriother student felt that CO150 would be
helpful, although he hadn’t used any of the skiéi&

Altogether, everything is useful, but | havenkea advantage of it yet. Learned it very

late in the semester. | think | will benefit moreadditional future semesters when | can

use my skills. My papers [written before CO150] \bbe better if | wrote now.

One student indicated that the writing in CO15@ winilar to the writing that she had
learned to do at INTO, but that it was “a step frpin that writing. She said that for her content
classes, CO150:

Prepared me to include sources when writingpbutrwise it's very different. For
example, my writing in Economics is very differemd the writing for Sociology 205 is
completely different because it's opinion stylés hore free style [than the writing in
C0O150]. I had to ask the teacher for an examplaum| didn’t know how to do it. |
first wrote the paper and then asked the teachmrtah) that was when she gave me the
example because what | had written was not whawsisdooking for.

Although this student thought that the types ofdeshie was writing for CO150 and her other
classes were different, she also believed that O®&8 made her writing “more polished” and
thought that this would make her a better writelnén other classes.

Preferred enrollment option. When asked what type of composition classroom they

preferred from a choice of a class of all nativglish speakers, all non-native English speakers,
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or half native-English speakers and half non-nagpeakers, no student enrolled in a mainstream
class indicated that they would prefer a clasdIMASE. The majority of students (62%)
preferred a class of all NSE while some would harederred a class of half NNSE and half NSE
(38%).

This high percentage of students who indicatetlttier preferred instructional setting
was that of their actual instructional setting moly indicates that students are satisfied with
their choice. Those who indicated that they migiefgr a class of half NSE and half NNSE may
indicate that students see some benefits of beirgled in a class with other NNSE, although
they were not asked for their reason(s) for thedidgation of instructional setting preference.
Comparison of Student Experiences

A comparison of results indicates that internatiaadents in the two instructional
settings tend to have similar experiences ovdratlthere are some differences in specific
aspects. Some of these differences may help taexphy a student chose one context over the
other and can provide valuable information whepingl students decide which section may be
the most appropriate instructional setting for them

One similarity between students in mainstreamiatatnational-only sections is their
perception of the level of challenge of the mamestn section compared to the international-only
sections. Both groups indicated that they belighadl the mainstream class was more
challenging. What differed was their response & ferceived difference; those who wanted the
challenge enrolled in the mainstream class, thdsedid not chose an international-only
section. What is not clear from these results, Manas if students in both groups are thinking
of the same challenge(s). Most students in thenat@mnal-only sections did not indicate what

the perceived challenge was. On the other handy stadents in the mainstream class related
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the challenge to being judged with NSE as welhas tbelief of their high level of writing

ability in English. Students in the mainstream ieecimay be comfortable with their writing

being assessed at a native level, whereas thake international-only sections stated that they
wanted an instructor who was aware of the mistakesnational students may make in their
writing. When making recommendations as to placémptions for international students, it
may be worth exploring their perceptions of thefitiwg ability and their level of comfort in

being assessed with NSE. Those who have a higldeoice level in their writing ability may do
well being assessed in a mainstream class whdress who are less confident in their ability
may do well in an international-only section whtrey are not self-confident about the mistakes
they make.

Students in both sections also have concerns d@heutchosen instructional setting,
although a higher percentage of students in maastrsections indicated that they had concerns
than did those enrolled in international-only sasi (79% to 61%). The biggest concern of
students in both instructional settings was relédecbmmunication issues. A related concern in
the mainstream section was that of vocabulary, wmay be better handled in the international-
only sections, since one of the students intervieindicated how much she appreciated her
instructor’s willingness to stop and explain wotidat she thought students might not
understand.

Responses from both groups indicated that there stadents who were unaware that a
different instructional setting existed apart frdme one in which they were enrolled. For those in
the international-only sections, it appeared tbate students believed that they had to enroll in
the international-only sections, and for thoseh mainstream classes, it seemed they are

unaware of the international-only sections. Witthia group of those who were unaware of a

87



different option only a few indicated that they wdbtave chosen differently. It would be worth
investigating where the miscommunication lies, Wwkeit's advisors who are unaware of the
different options or a misunderstanding on the phmternational students who think that when
they check the “ESL” section on the placement ek@y must enroll in an international-only
section. Ensuring that all international studem¢saavare of their enrollment options can help
ensure that they are able to choose the settingsth@ost appropriate for their comfort level and
needs and expectations of a composition course.

International students indicated that they gehefealt comfortable in their respective
instructional setting. Overall, students in botbtgms indicated that they thought that their
classrooms were welcoming and friendly and thelteéwwm the other questions relating to
comfort help support that perception. Studentsoith Isections felt comfortable working with
other students in the class whether it's otherna®onal students in the international-only
sections or NSE in the mainstream classes. Similsttidents in both sections felt comfortable
asking other students in the class questions yf thén’t understand something. Students also
felt comfortable showing their writing to their skmates in both sections. Finally, students
indicated that they felt that their thoughts anthagms are valued in both instructional settings.

Students in the two sections vary with regarddw lthey felt about having an instructor
who is familiar with their culture, but both preéeices indicated comfort in their respective
classes. Students who chose to enroll in internakionly sections indicated that they preferred
to have an instructor who was familiar with theittare, whereas students enrolled in
mainstream classes indicated that they were ntitpkarly concerned with having an instructor
who was familiar with their culture. Responses fr@asons for enrollment indicate that part of

the preference for enrolling in an internationalyosection is the opportunity to have an
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instructor who is familiar with writing difficultie of international students. This difference in
preference may help indicate why some studentsldddb enroll in the international-only
section rather than a mainstream class; those veimd an instructor who is familiar with their
culture chose to enroll in an international-onlgts®n, those who don’t chose to enroll in a
mainstream class.

One area where there was a difference in condwdl between the two instructional
settings was in regard to asking the instructostjoes in front of other classmates. Students in
international-only sections indicated that theyaveomfortable asking the instructor questions
in front of other students in the cla$4<3.17), whereas students in mainstream classesaitedi
that they were not comfortabl®l€2.64). Means for both sections had relatively legindard
deviations, indicating that even within sectionsréhwas a range of comfort level for asking
guestions in front of other students. Whether dliserved difference indicates a true difference
between sections or is a result of a small sampéeis unclear. However, if it is a true
representation, as individual interviews seemadduate, it could represent one area where
international-only sections may be more appropfi@aténternational students, especially if they
have questions on in-class assignments or acivi@aidents who were interviewed from both
sections indicated that they felt comfortable agkhre instructor questions during office hours
and that this was, in fact, their preferred metbbdsking questions. So, despite their lack of
comfort in asking instructors questions during slasappears that students in both sections are
able to find other ways to have their questiongeskkd.

Like comfort level, students in both sections galtg felt that their needs were being
met in their respective sections of CO150. Studeni®th sections felt that they were able to

understand their instructors during lectures as ageWhen they gave directions for assignments.
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They also thought that their instructor was ablariderstand and answer questions that they had.
Finally, students believed that their instructoidpequal attention to them as to other students in
the class. Although results from students in betttiens indicated that their needs in the
classroom are generally being met, there were teasahat differed between the instructional
settings.

One difference between sections was related torpegew. Students in both sections
believed that they were easily able to commenteir peer’s drafts during peer workshop,
however, students in international-only sectionsew®t as satisfied with the comments they
received from their peers as compared to studantsinstream sections. Students in
mainstream classes generally agreed that the cotartiay received during workshop were
helpful for their revisionsN|=3.38), whereas students in international-onlyisasttended to
disagree with this statememii€2.82). Since students in mainstream classes nmeaithat they
believed their English and writing improved as suteof interacting and working with NSE, this
may be reflected in their higher level of satisi@ctwith the comments that they received during
peer review. Interviewed students from the intaomatl-only sections, however, commented that
peer reviews were not always helpful and often ddpd on how well prepared their partner
was. These types of experiences could be reflestdwir apparent dissatisfaction in general
with comments during peer review.

Students in both contexts commented on the bewiditrning MLA citation in CO150
for future application in other classes. It is netging to note that every student who commented
on MLA citation did so in response to a questiagareling plagiarism: their understanding of it
and how this concept differed from the conceph#irthome country. Although citation is

certainly a part of understanding (and avoidinggprism, it is not the only part and
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understanding how to cite a source properly doés@cessarily indicate that a student
understands the expectations of academic hone#tgin.S. classroom. Although it does appear
that CO150 instructors are providing a unified fras to citation expectations in the U.S. (as
Rinnert and Kobayashi (2006) suggest is necessatpternational students), there may still be
a lack of understanding of the expectations of anad honesty for many international students.
This may indicate the need to provide further exaten or clarification on those expectations
that go beyond just citation practices, such aaglgour own work or clarifying which ideas

need to be cited and which do not. East (2006)esm ¢joat rather than explaining to students how
to avoid plagiarism, instructors often provide exdas of inadvertent plagiarism which students
may have difficulty learning from. Providing instition that allows for the discussion of the
rhetorical reasons for citation practices in th&.Uather than just rules to follow may also help
clarify academic honesty expectations for inteoradl students (Lisa Langstraat, personal
communication, February 18, 2014).

Another area in which responses varied betweetiossovas with respect to whether
their classroom represented the best learning @mvient for them. International students in
mainstream sections felt that they learned bettekivg with NSE than with NNSE; however
students in international-only sections felt thegyt did not learn as well when working with
NNSE than with NSE. This did, however, indicatet tm@st international students believed that
they received more benefits from working with N®&rt they did in working with all NNSE.
Students in international-only sections may likenef the benefits they think they receive from
being in an international-only section, such agatructor who is familiar with some of the
struggles international students face in L2 writamgl feeling comfortable with other

international students, but may feel like theyraissing out on some of the benefits of being
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enrolled with NSE. This may help to explain whyagger percentage of students in international
only sections (78%) would prefer to be enrolle@icomposition class that was half NSE and
half NNSE, whereas students in mainstream sechiadsa more equal distribution of preference
between all NSE (62%) and half and half (38%). rimaéional students who chose to enroll in
international-only sections may see a class of K8 and half NNSE as a way to still feel
comfortable in the classroom while also gaining sahthe benefits they feel they are losing by
not having interactions with NSE. This suggests ith@ay be beneficial for the composition
program to explore the option of offering mixed gasition classes so that international
students are able to enroll in a classroom in wthely feel comfortable, but are also gaining
experience in working with NSE.
Experiences of Mainstream Instructors

The experiences of mainstream instructors witlolésd international students are
described below. Experiences and perceptions tetateomfort level in the classroom,
fulfillment of international student needs, andl@dreges and benefits to having enrolled
international students are explored and comparéuketoesults from international students
enrolled in mainstream classes. In addition, irt$tns provided their opinions as to the best
instructional option for international students adehntified whether they believe they are
receiving enough support in teaching internaticadlients.

Perceived comfort level in the classroonfour Likert-scale statements addressed
instructor perceptions of international studergs’el of comfort in their class. Results indicate
that instructors do not think that internationaid&ints are comfortable in the mainstream

classroom (see Table 9).
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics for Select Survey Questamn®erceptions of International Students’
Comfort Level

Survey Question Mean St. Dev.
1. I think that international students feel comfortable working/talking with 2.86 0.64
native English speaking students in the class in pairs or groups.

2. | think that international students feel comfortable asking me questions 2.63 0.74
during class.

6. If an international student doesn’t understand something | say, | think they 2.38 0.74
feel comfortable asking a native English speaking student for help.

7.1 think the atmosphere of my classroom is friendly and welcoming for 3.63 0.52

international students.

In general, instructors indicated that they baedgbthat international students were not
comfortable working with NSE, asking questions dgrclass, or asking a NSE classmate for
help. Although they felt that international studenere uncomfortable with certain activities
within the classroom, all instructors felt thatithdassroom provided a friendly and welcoming
atmosphere for international students.

Instructors’ perceptions of student discomforhfeice students’ reported lack of comfort
in mainstream classes in some areas, but coninastiser ways. One way in which it compares
to students’ report of lack of comfort is with redsito asking questions in front of NSE
classmates. Students reported that they were nofioctable and instructor perceptions agree.
Students from mainstream classes who were inteedandicated that they felt comfortable
asking questions during office hours and both utstrs who were interviewed commented that
the international students enrolled in their clagsequently attended office hours. It may be
important for instructors to understand that alttointernational students do not ask questions
in class, they are still comfortable asking questim a different context.

Instructors in general indicated that they did Ioelteve that international students felt
comfortable working with NSE during pair or groupnk. One instructor described his

observations of a Chinese international studehtdrclass:
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This [pair and group work] was one of [my studgrigygest struggles. | think she felt
isolated as the only international student in fhex She never expressed it, but | could
tell when | was monitoring group and pair work tehe felt like the odd ball out.
This description corresponds, in particular, toghalent in the mainstream class who indicated
that she felt like an “outsider” in the class as of her concerns as an international student
enrolled in a mainstream class. It appears thatuc®rs of international classes also get a sense
that some international students feel isolatedkerdn “outsider” in a class with NSE.

Another instructor described her perception ofdbenfort level of international students
in the mainstream classroom. She had had foumatenal students in three different CO150
classes and commented that in general, the intenadstudents in her classes rarely
participated in class or interacted with other stid outside of required pair or group work and
when they did so they appeared uncomfortable améhmaily participated during group
activities.

These observations by instructors contradict theents’ reported feeling of comfort in
working with students from the survey, but reinlboomments that students made in interviews,
as well as responses to the open-ended questaitraddb concerns in the mainstream classroom.
Although students had reported that they felt caotafde working with NSE classmates, their
concerns and responses to interview questions gaauvork, group work, and specifically
discussions reinforce the observations made byuictstrs of mainstream classes. These
observations also correspond with other observatrdmere instructors and researchers report
that NNSE appear uncomfortable when working wittENBarklau, 1994; Braine 1994b). As
Hsieh (2007) recommends, instructors should be ettat NNSE may be silent or

uncomfortable not only because of cultural or peadity differences, but because they often feel
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silenced by their NSE peers. She further arguddrieauctors should consider “develop[ing] a
supportive atmosphere that can (...) develop Amerstadents' open-minded attitudes toward
diversity” which may help them be more open in wogkwith and including NNSE in class
activities and discussions (p. 388).

With respect to their comfort level in teachingeimational students, instructors had
mixed reactions. Five instructors (62%) said trest, they were comfortable teaching
international students in their composition clas3é&®ir reasons for feeling comfortable fell into
two categories: international students were magand they were not that different from
teaching NSE. One instructor commented that sheohpdhad one international student, but
that her experience was “wonderful” and that patéicstudent was interested in both learning
and improving her writing skills. She also commelnigat this student had had “one of the best
attitudes” she had encountered in a CO150 stud@other instructor commented that “the
challenge of writing in English causes them to merengaged than some of their fellow
[classmates].” In addition to motivation level, anstructor responded that, “besides minor
language concerns, | find it not all that differéman teaching native speakers.”

Three instructors (38%) said that they had sonmee@ms in teaching international
students. Their concerns fell into two categori@sguage concerns and the amount of additional
time international students might need. One instruexpressed her concern with language
issues stating that at times “there are so mantgsea-level errors it’s difficult for me to know
where to begin, what to address, what not to addessl even how to talk about some things.”
Another instructor responded that she “sometimeslsfcomfortable, but that she doesn’t

“always feel | can give them the attention they Imbigeed.”
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Instructors’ struggles with the needs of interoaail students reinforce Matsuda’s
(2006a) assertion that composition instructors beynprepared to deal with the challenges of
teaching L2 writers. Composition classes, espgcmdinstream classes, tend to focus on
content of writing rather than mechanics and grammatructors who have had little training
and/or experience working with L2 writers may stlegto know what to address or how to
address it. As Angelova and Riazantseva (1999)teoiaut, instructors may be aware of
difficulties and problems international studentsefabut be uncertain with how to deal with
them. This suggests that composition instructorg bemefit from training that deals with
international students’ sentence level errors, gestthrough workshops offered through the
department.

Fulfillment of student needs.Survey results indicated that most instructorsmaitithink that
international students’ needs were being met imhastream classroom (see Table 10).
Table 10

Descriptive Statistics for Select Survey QuestiRelated to Perceptions of Needs Fulfillment

Survey Question Mean  St. Dev.
3. When international students ask me questions, | understand what they are 35 0.53
asking and am able to answer their questions.

5. When | give directions for class work and assignments, | think that 2.81 0.37
international students are able to understand what I’'m asking them to do.

8. During peer workshop, | think it is easy for international students to comment 2.25 0.89
on the writing of their native English speaking classmates.

9. During peer workshop, | think that native English speaking students make 3.00 0.54
comments that are helpful for international students to make revisions.

11. International students understand what is and what is not plagiarism. 2.75 0.46

Perceptions of fulfillment of needs between instious and students were similar in two
ways. Instructors believed that they were ablenbenstand and address international student
guestions, which students agreed with. Instrucites believed that NSE classmates make
helpful comments on international students’ papering peer review and international students

also agreed. These observations and perceptiongvieo, were where the similarities ended.
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International students enrolled in mainstreamsgasndicated that they understood what
constituted plagiarism, however, instructors disagr As indicated earlier, international
students often equated MLA citation with understagaf plagiarism. International students
may think they fully understand MLA citation ancetlfore, understand plagiarism. Instructors,
however, are the ones who identify plagiarism udehts’ work and must address it so they may
have a better idea of whether international stuglentlerstand the expectations of academic
honesty. One instructor discussed her strugglds avie international student:

He had worked hard on the assignment. | strugglddwhether or not | had

communicated clearly enough the requirements oafsggnment and when to cite

information. | knew that he didn’t know that wha had done was wrong, because he
indicated that he didn’t realize he was wrong.ulddell that he really didn’t understand
when he needed to cite information and when he'tdide did well [on the previous
assignment] and | know he knew basic citation fdrma
This experience and perception of lack of undedstanof plagiarism could indicate that
regardless of the time spent in class on MLA forreaime international students may still
struggle with when to cite information, regardlessheir understanding of the mechanics and
format of citation.

This struggle on the part of the instructor refnés Ouellette’s (2008) concerns for how
to handle issues of plagiarism with L2 writers andgests that it may be beneficial to have a
conversation within the composition faculty aboeélihg with unintentional plagiarism and the
best course for dealing with it. This may be esg@chelpful for mainstream instructors with
enrolled international students who may have h#d to no experience with the American

concept of academic honesty prior to enrollmer@®150. Since reports of plagiarism become
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part of a students’ permanent record at the unityersany instructors struggle with when and in
which cases reporting is warranted. If a studemwdver, has not learned the expectations of
academic honesty, the question remains of wheltegriiave met the objectives of CO150 and
whether they should advance out of the class (Lasgystraat, personal communication,
February 18, 2014). Presenting a unified front othlzitation practices and repercussions of
plagiarism may help to reinforce these conceptspaindide international students with a clearer
idea of academic honesty expectations in the dassi(Rinnert & Kobayashi, 2005).

Instructors and students also disagreed with megpeinderstanding directions in the
classroom. Students indicated that they underst@iductors’ classroom and assignment
directions. Instructors, however, believed thaginational students did not understand their
directions during class work or for assignmentsinicated in the “benefits/challenges of
instructing international students” section belaleast three instructors felt that international
students often did not understand assignmentsdags work as indicated by the students’
performance on them and will be discussed in grekeiil below.

An additional area of discrepancy was relatedbtmmenting on NSE drafts during peer
review. International students felt that they wadequately able to comment on their NSE
peers’ drafts during peer workshop, however, irttns disagreed. One instructor commented
that her international students often, “had issudls giving feedback during workshop.” She
commented that NSE students in her class exprésssthtion about the comments they
received from NNSE during workshop, saying, “[NSE]}dents were often unhappy with the
feedback they got from international students (heytsaid they were unable to clarify what the
international student was saying in their commentat they had provided few comments if

any at all.”
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Another instructor explained the struggle his @smstudent seemed to have with peer
workshop, and the observed response from her N8&eps:

Peer review was difficult for her (...) and tookoag time. | could often tell that her

mainstream student partner was bored or frustiz@eduse she was taking so long. This

was never expressed overtly, but (...) | remembeakthg that her partner looked bored

and despondent and was probably wondering “whiyissgerson taking so long?”
He also indicated that this type of frustrationtibe part of the NSE partner was reflected in post-
workshop reflections he asked students to writehdlgh students typically tended to rate other
students positively, “mainstream students oftenmoemted on how her feedback wasn't very
good. On peer review evaluations, mainstream stagermmented that her work was
satisfactory to unsatisfactory.” He thought thasheuld be able to give international students
some kind of accommodation because reading thésgredbably takes them longer than it does
for a NSE, but he wondered what kind of accommodagpu could give, considering the fact
that peer review happened in the classroom dutagsdime.

Both instructors expressed concern over the glafiinternational students to
successfully complete peer reviews of NSE drafités Tould have detrimental effects on both
NSE and NNSE students in the class. NSE may feekiiey don’'t want to work with NNSE and
NNSE, which could affect the performance of NNSHErmy peer review. Finding ways to ensure
that peer review workshops can be beneficial fostaldents involved is an important way to
make sure that the needs of students are beinqrtiet classroom

One possible accommodation to consider would km@students (both NSE and
NNSE) to perform their peer review outside of cJassthat students can spend additional time

on their peer’s assignment if necessary. Hu (2083)rted higher levels of success with this
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method than traditional in-class only workshops.skdggests, however, having students first
read papers in-class and provide an oral responseting so that any misunderstandings can be
cleared up before a student begins a written respdn this way, instructors may also be able to
spend time in class modeling appropriate peer wevasponses to an assignment.

Finally, one instructor, when asked if she beltew@instream classes were adequately
addressing the writing needs of international stigleesponded that,

| think it does, but not to the extent that theernational classes do. It's hard, | would

really like to look at the international curriculuand see what we’re not doing that the

international classes are doing. Having an insbruttat is more grounded in that specific
pedagogy and a community that they feel comfortabie probably helpful. | think they

[international students in mainstream classesjoeasuccessful (...), but it takes an

instructor who is keeping an eye on them and magumg that they understand.
Providing a comparison between curricula (mainstread international) may help mainstream
instructors understand some of the challengesnternational students face with L2 writing.
Since mainstream instructors do not have internatistudents enrolled in their class every
semester, providing them with this comparison wieeded may be sufficient. This could be
done through voluntary participation in a short semthat is offered during the first or second
week of every semester by one of the internationdJ-section instructors.

Benefits/Challenges of instructing international 8idents. Instructors identified what
they perceived as benefits to having internatishadents enrolled in their mainstream classes.
Most instructors (88%) believed that the biggestdfi¢ international students could provide was
a different perspective on topics. For example,iogguctor commented that “the greatest

benefit has been opening new doors to insightfdldifferent ways of viewing topics and issues
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which leads to greater critical thinking in thesdas a whole.” Another instructor commented
that “American students are exposed to anotheuretind increased diversity, which is
beneficial to all.” One instructor felt that havingernational students in his class opened up
areas of professional development that he mighhaw¢ otherwise had. He commented that
“getting to read papers about issues, such asiatienal students and plagiarism has been the
greatest benefit.”

Instructors also identified challenges in teachimgrnational students in their
mainstream classes. The largest group of instrsi€#t%) saw ensuring understanding on the
part of the international students as the biggeslienge. This included understanding of class
lectures as well as assignments. One instructonwmted that “having to worry about
understanding in lecture situations” was the bigghallenge. With regards to assignments, one
instructor commented that “having internationablstuts understand the purpose of assignments
[is a challenge]. In my limited experience, I'veeseseveral [international students]
misunderstand the assignment (in-class or majograsgent) which is obviously problematic and
hinders their success.” Problems with understanaiag stem from difficulties in listening
comprehension, as research has shown that eveenssuglith high TOEFL scores may have
listening comprehension problems (Mendelsohn, 2002)

These possible problems combined with internatisnalents’ identified reticence in
asking the instructor questions in front of theBBcounterparts could be on explanation for the
observed problems in understanding lectures, isscativities, and possibly major assignments
if instructors provide oral clarification and exjg&gn on assignment requirements. Instructors
may need to consider additional ways of providiagpsrt to international students on

assignments. For in-class assignments, this caaldde asking all students to turn to a partner
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and explain the purpose or aims of the assignmertkeir own words. Mendelsohn (2002)
found success in pairing NNSE with a NSE volunfeatner; his study found that NNSE
became comfortable asking their partner for cleaiion which increased motivation and
performance in class. Instructors could also carssdmething similar for students to ask
guestions about major assignments as well, alththughwould have to ensure that the NSE
partner had a clear understanding of the assignment

Perception of placement optionsinstructors were asked, based on their experiences
whether they believed that mainstream classes coakt international students’ writing needs
or if they believed it would be better for intenoaial students to enroll in international-only
sections. Most instructors (75%) indicated thaythelieved the decision should be made by the
student.

While most instructors believed that it dependedmumber of different factors as to
whether international students should enroll ielnational-only sections, one instructor
believed that at the least, international studshtaild be in a class that had other enrolled
international students:

It's easy for them [international students] to lgst in the mainstream classes and | really

think that students will do better if they are phae an international community or at

least a class where there are several internatstndénts.

The majority of instructors, however, believedttiméernational student enrollment in a
particular instructional setting depended on maiffgr@nt factors. Many instructors advocated
for student choice. One instructor commented tmaiguestion of enrollment could “only be

answered by the student.” Another instructor slaad $he had recommended the international
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section to students in the past, but believed llméce should be available for enrollment in
either instructional setting:
Mandated sections are (not) a good idea (...), uiesimes | have recommended the
international sections to students because | tthiaknstructor can better serve the
student’s needs. | think there should be enougtosescoffered so that all students who
WANT that experience can have it.
This same instructor indicated that some intermalistudents who had initially enrolled in her
mainstream class eventually dropped the class:
When | have had a student who | knew was an iatemmal student [in past semesters]
they ended up dropping my class. One did a latedratwval (because he was going to
enroll in the international 150 section the nexhester) and one just stopped coming and
gotan F.”
While it's unclear what prompted the second studieistop coming to the class, this instructor’s
comments and experiences raises the important edaceess to international-only sections for
students who do want that option.
Since international-only sections are offeredhigght be beneficial to find a way to
ensure that there are adequate opportunitiesddests to enroll in those sections if they so
choose. This may entail tracking how many inteoral students want to enroll in these sections
each semester and comparing that number to how arargctually able to enroll and how many
are placed on wait lists, join a mainstream classyait for a section in a later semester to ensure
that the program is offering an adequate numbsecfions for international students.
Level of support for instructors. One Likert-scale statement on the survey addressed

whether instructors felt they received enough suppavorking with international-students in
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their mainstream classes. Instructors indicatetttiey felt that they had enough support and
resourcesNI=3.00;SD=0.76). The high standard deviation, however, sstgghat some
instructors felt that they could use more supporesources. This could be attributed to multiple
reasons. Three instructors (37.5%) indicated tieyt had not had experience working with
international students prior to teaching CO150 thngllack of experience may suggest that some
instructors would prefer additional support. In trast, one instructor had previously taught ESL
classes before teaching CO150 classes and themfyrdave felt more comfortable working
with international students than those who hadxpeeence prior to CO150.

One instructor commented that he had taken adgambBworkshops that the English
department had offered and believed that they Wweneficial, but that more could be done.
Specifically, he believed that “more could be bintb the GTA orientation [since so many
CO150 instructors are GTAs.” He explained that, tlea’t do any real experiential activities
like we do with other classroom situations, likeessing students’ papers. Strategies for
working with NNSE could be built into [GTA] orierttan.”

This same instructor also believed that theraihbe professional development
opportunities available for all interested CO156tiactors. He spoke of his own experiences in
workshops offered by a TESL/TEFL faculty member ataded that these experiences had been
“eye opening.” He elaborated that he learned teatdeded to “approach the work international
students do differently from the work done by magesm students. This is an accommodation
we, as composition instructors, need to make (..thenway that we respond to their writing.”

He also expressed his interest in attending additikinds of professional development on this
topic, either by this same faculty member or ofaeulty members from the TESL/TEFL

program. He stated that “we have experts on fa@uityit would be beneficial for everyone to be
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able to learn from their expertise on working witternational students and students whose first
language is not English.” This type of interestvadl as the fact that some instructors had not
worked with international students prior to their@lment in their CO150 class suggests that

offering workshops for CO150 instructors may bedfemnal and welcomed.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS

In this section, the limitations and implicatiosfsthe study will be discussed. Areas of
future research suggested by the study will alsdigsussed.
Limitations

The sample size of students from internationaj-@ektions was fairly small,
representing 18 students out of approximately 1@@emts across five classes. The sample size
of students in mainstream classes was slightlelaryithough the exact numbers of
international students in mainstream classes wiasawn, based on the instructors who
responded that they had international studentsdim tlasses, the number of students was
believed to be between 25 and 30, 14 of whom agepdrticipate. Because the sample size is
relatively small for both groups, conclusions drawom the study may be limited to the students
who agreed to participate. Ways of addressingiskise are discussed below.

A related limitation is that because participatiorthe study was voluntary, students who
completed the survey or chose to participate imerview may have done so because they were
motivated by a certain factor. Whether this wasdifig of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
their experiences in CO150, or some other motigdiator is difficult to tell, but their
responses may not be fully representative of tiperences of international students in CO150
as a whole.

Finally, because a small number of students caiegleurveys at the beginning of the
semester, whereas most completed them at the éhd sémester, it's possible that attitudes
towards their respective enrollment option couldehehanged over the course of a semester.

Ways of addressing this issue are discussed below.
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Implications

Results from this study suggest that internatishadents can feel comfortable and be
successful in either instructional setting curngofifered by the composition program at CSU.
Results can provide suggestions for consideratimatsmight make the two instructional settings
even more successful at addressing the needseofational students as well as instructors.

One thing to consider is whether the number arimdational-only sections offered each
semester is an adequate number to address theafdbdse students who wish to enroll in
those sections. It may be important to consider hamy international students enroll in
mainstream classes and subsequently drop thendén tr enroll in an international-only section
later. Delaying their entry into CO150 and the taxag of the skills in CO150 may cause them to
struggle in their other university classes if tinaye not yet learned to write with an expected
American rhetorical style. Determining why a studemrolls and then drops a mainstream
course may help provide information on how bestdweise international students when they are
deciding on an appropriate instructional setting.

Given the number of students, in both section®) whre unaware that they had a choice
in their instructional setting, identifying wayseasure students and their advisors are aware of
these choices is important. Also, providing intéioraal student advisors with a list of talking
points regarding the choice between the two sestioay help ensure that international students
are making an informed choice as to their optitmsieby helping to ensure that they enroll in
the section that will be the best fit for them.

Some international students are encouraged rtakéoCO150 in their first year of
enrollment at CSU, especially if they might haverpguisites that they need to complete in their

chosen field of study (Lisa Langstraat, personahmmuinication, February 18, 2014). However,
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given the experience of some students in this stpalticularly the student who struggled with
writing during her first year of enrollment and tsteident who believed his previous papers
could have been better if he had first had CO150jght be advisable for international students
to enroll in CO150 as early in their academic caesepossible, so as to mitigate some of the
reported struggles and frustrations. Students risaylee better able to see the application of
C0O150 to their current and future studies if thayénot already had to learn American writing
standards on their own in other university classes.

Instructors in mainstream classes may want toidensvays in which they could modify
some of the activities they do in class when irdgamal students are enrolled in their classes.
Instructors in mainstream classes could considegusore pair work than group work in order
to minimize the opportunity for NSE to speak toteather and maximize the time that NNSE
have to speak with NSE. Instructors may also cansdeing if they can identify which
classmates international students feel the mostartable with and consider pairing them
together on a regular, although not exclusive,ahis might provide another opportunity for
international students to feel more comfortableardypair or group work and allow them to ask
guestions on assignments or lecture materials. anatonsideration for instructors is finding a
way to provide more time for NNSE to complete pesiews, such as asking students to read
their peer’s draft the night before. Instructordath sections may also consider providing
extensive training on workshop expectations, agasigd by Hu (2005) to help ensure that
students are giving and receiving appropriate faeklb

Additionally, the composition program could coresigiroviding additional workshops or
seminars on topics that will help instructors addrssues or challenges of working with

international students in mainstream classes. TWesleshops or seminars could be offered by
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TESL/TEFL faculty as well as instructors of theaimational-only sections who have experience
working with and researching L2 writers. These vebidps or seminars could address the
challenges students face, how (or whether) to addsentence-level errors, and ways to
incorporate international students into class, greund pair discussions.

Finally, given the interest in a mixed compositassroom (half NSE and half NNSE)
by students in both instructional settings, the gosition program may consider whether
offering such an instructional setting is possinléf there may be interest on the part of NSE.
Given the success from previous studies of mixedpmsition classrooms (e.g. Matsuda & Silva
1999; Ibrahim & Penfield, 2005), and the interastloe part of international students, it's an
option worth considering, especially since thee@mposition instructors currently on staff
who have experience teaching both internationaj-sattions as well as mainstream classes.
Areas for Further Research

Based on the limited sample size for the currkrdys replication of the study is
recommended in order to determine if the conclusainawn from this study can be generalized
outside the context of the study. Obtaining a lasgenple size, especially of students in the
international-only sections so that it is more esgntative, is recommended. In addition,
analysis, such as t-tests or Mann-Whithktests, could be done in order to determine ifeher
a statistically significant difference between tive instructional settings as was qualitatively
observed in this study.

Since some students completed the survey at thiarbeg of a semester and others at the
end, it is important to determine if attitudes tosveespective sections may change over the
course of a semester. Surveys could be given digbmning and end of the same semester to

the same group of students to determine if thikescase.
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APPENDIX A: SURVEY FOR MAINSTREAMED INTERNATIONAL SUDENTS

Please complete the following information:
First Language:

How long have you been studying English? (years)

How long have you been studying at CSldt(including time at the AEP/INTO)? (years)

Which country are you from?

Did you take writing classes for English Languagatnerdefore enrolling in this class? If yes, how
many writing classes have you taken? Where didtgke them?

Please answer the following questions:

1. When you enrolled in this section of CO150, wgya aware that there are also CO150 classes
specifically for international students—where &k tstudents in the class are international stu@ents
(Circle one): Yes No

la. If npwould you have enrolled in the international osd¢tion of CO150 if you had known
about it? (Circle one): Yes No

1b. If yes please explain why you decided to enroll in #@stion of CO150 rather than an
international only section:

2. What concerns do you have as an internationdkst in a writing class with mostly native English
speakers?

3. Has your writing changed as a result of beinthis class? If so, how?

4. Do you think your English has improved as altasfibeing in this class? Why/why not?
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For each statement, please write an “x” in the thax best represents your opinion. An example
has been provided for you:
Example:

Strongly
Agree
| enjoy English class X

Strongly

Agree | Disagree Disagree

1. | feel comfortable working/talking with nativenglish
speaking students in the class in pairs or groups.

2. 1 think I learn better when | work with native@ish
speaking students in the class.

3. | feel comfortable asking the instructor quastioluring
class, in front of native English speaking studémthie
class.

4. When | ask my instructor questions, he/she stdieds
what | am asking and is able to answer my quesjon(
5. During lectures, | am able to understand what my
instructor is saying.

6. When my instructor gives directions for classkwvand
assignments, | understand what he/she is askitg dis.
7. If I don’t understand something the instructayss | feel
comfortable asking a native English speaking sttuatetine
class for help.

8. | think the atmosphere of my class is friendid a
welcoming.

9. During peer workshop, it is easy for me to comnos
the writing of my native English speaking classmate
10. During peer workshop, | think that my nativeglish
speakingclassmates make comments that are helpful for my
revisions.

11. | feel comfortable showing my writing to my ivat
English speaking classmates.

12. | feel that my instructor pays as much attentome as
to the native English speaking classmates in thescl

13. | prefer to have an instructor who is familidth my
culture.

14. | understand why my professor uses video dips
pictures in class to discuss a class topic or theme

15. I understand the class theme.

16. | feel that my opinions and thoughts are valnetiass.

17. | feel that my writing has improved becauséhcf
class.

18. | feel that this class is adequately prepaniegfor
writing in other college classes.

19. | understand the expectations in this clasat &) |
understand what | need to do in order to do wethis
class.

20. | feel comfortable working with native Englisheaking
peers in this class.

21. I understand what constitutes plagiarism.

22. 1 would prefer to be in

a composition class wher
my other classmates are:

Half native speakers of English
and half non-native speakers of
English

All non-native All native speakers of
speakers of English English

[¢)
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APPENDIX B: SURVEY FOR INTERNATIONAL-ONLY SECTION BUDENTS

Please complete the following information:
First language:

How long have you been studying English? (years)

How long have you been studying at CSldt(including time at the AEP/INTO)? (years)

Which country are you from?

Did you take writing classes for English Languagainers before enrolling in this class?

If yes, how many writing classes have you taken2i#ldid you take them?

Please answer the following questions:

1. When you enrolled in this section of CO150, wgya aware that you could also enroll in a mairstre
CO150 class—where most of the students in the elasaative English speakers? (Circle one):  Yes
No

(Circle one): Yes No
1b. If yes please explain why you decided to enroll in g@stion of CO150 rather than a
mainstream section:

la. If ng would you have enrolled in mainstream sectio@6fL50 if you had known that you could

1?2

2. What concerns do you have as an internationdkst in a writing class with other internationaidents?

3. Has your writing changed as a result of being is thass? If so, how?

4. Do you think your English has improved as altesfibeing in this class? Why/why not?
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For each statement, please write an “x” in the thax best represents your opinion. An example
has been provided for you:

Example:

Strongly
Agree

| Strongly

Agree | Disagree Disagree

| enjoy English class X

1. | feel comfortable working/talking with other
international students in the class.

2. | think I learn better when | work with otheténnational
students rather than native English speaking staden

3. | feel comfortable asking the instructor quasdiduring
class, in front of other students in the class.

4. When | ask my instructor questions, he/she stdeds
what | am asking and is able to answer my questjon(

5. During lectures, | am able to understand what my
instructor is saying.

6. When my instructor gives directions for classkvand
assignments, | understand what he/she is askitg dis.

7. If I don’t understand something the instructayss | feel
comfortable asking other students in the clasfiédp.

8. | think the atmosphere of my class is friendigd a
welcoming.

9. During peer workshop, it is easy for me to commn
the writing of my classmates.

10. During peer workshop, | think that my classmatake
comments that are helpful in my revisions.

11. | feel comfortable showing my writing to my
classmates.

12. | feel that my instructor pays as much attentome as
to other classmates in the class.

13. | prefer to have an instructor who is familiath my
culture.

14. | understand why my professor uses video dips
pictures in class to discuss a class topic or theme

15. | understand the class theme.

16. | feel that my opinions and thoughts are valnetiass.

17. | feel that my writing has improved becauséhaf
class.

18. | feel that this class is adequately prepannegfor
writing in other college classes.

19. | understand the expectations in this clasat & |
understand what | need to do in order to do wethis
class.

20. | understand what constitutes as plagiarism.
21. 1 would prefer to be in
a composition class wherge All non-native speakers All native speakers of
my other classmates are: of English English

(Circle One)

Half native speakers of English
and half non-native speakers of
English
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APPENDIX C: SURVEY FOR MAINSTREAM INSTRUCTORS

WITH INTERNATIONAL STUDENTS

Please complete the following information:

How long have you been teaching college composgitigrars)

How long have you been teaching CO1507? (years)

How many international students do you have in ydass? (If you have international students in ntbag& one
class, please list the section and the numberteifriational students in each section.)

Please answer the following questions:

1. Have you worked with international studentsomgposition classes before?
Circle One:  Yes No
la. If yes, please briefly explain your previovperience:

2. Do you feel comfortable teaching internatioriablents in your composition classes? Why/Why not

3. Were you aware that there are international sattions of CO1507?
(Circle one): Yes No

4. Were you aware that international students cenldll in mainstream classes and that you could
potentially have international students in yourssi
(Circle one): Yes No

5. What has been the greatest benefit to havimgriational students in your class?

6. What has been the greatest challenge in workitiginternational students?

7. After teaching international students, do ydnkhhat international students should enroll in
international only sections of CO150 or are theieds met in mainstream classes? Please explain yo
answer.
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For each statement, please write an “x” in the thax best represents your opinion.

Strongly | Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Disagree

1. I think that the international students feel
comfortable working/talking with native

English speaking students in the class in pairs
or groups.

2. | think that the international students feel
comfortable asking me questions during class.

3. When international students ask me
questions, | understand what they are asking
and am able to answer their questions.

4. During lectures, | think that the international
students are able to understand me as well as
the native English speaker students.

5. When | give directions for class work and
assignments, | think that international students
are able to understand what I'm asking them to
do.

6. If an international student doesn’t
understand something | say, | think they feel
comfortable asking a native English speakin
student in the class for help.

©

7. 1 think the atmosphere of my class is
friendly and welcoming for international
students.

8. During peer workshop, | think it is easy for
international students to comment on the
writing of their native English speaking
classmates.

9. During peer workshop, | think that native
English speakinglassmates make comments
that are helpful for international students to
make revisions.

=

10. | feel I have enough support/resources
working with international students.

11. International students understand what i
and what is not plagiarism.

12}
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APPENDIX D: INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR STUDENTS

. Tell me about the kind of writing you are doing BD1What is hard about it? What is easy?
. What do you think your CO150 instructor is lookiieg in your writing? In other words,

what do you have to do to do well in the class?

. Do you find that you have enough support in yourl6@class? (In what ways do you have
enough support? In what ways do you need more stj§)po

. Have you used any outside resources such as thmy\@enter or a writing tutor?

. Can you think of a time when you learned sometmn@O150 that you then used
successfully in your writing for another class? &dxe that. Does writing in CO150 help
you in writing that you need to do for your othasses/major? In what ways?

. Have you ever been asked to write something in goatent courses that you had never
written before? How did you approach it? How didi ymd out what to do? (If not, how
would you learn how to write it?)

. CO150 often involves a lot of pair/group work aralss participation. Do you feel
comfortable with these activities? Why/why not?

. Do you feel comfortable asking your instructorlfeitin or outside of class) questions if you
don’t understand something? Why/why not?

. What additional support, if any, do you think yoeed in CO150?
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APPENDIX E: INTERVIEW GUIDE FOR INSTRUCTORS

. What kind of writing have students done in CO156 gemester? What went well in
teaching these assignments and what was challéhging

. What are you looking for in a student’s writing?dtiner words, what does a student have to
do to do well in the class?

. What specific challenges did you face in evaluaiimgrnational students’ writing? How did
you overcome those challenges?

. Did you encourage your international students soawgside sources, such as the Writing
Center or tutor?

. How much pair/group work do you use in your clag#®at challenges did international
students and/or native English speaking studemtsgwith international students face in
these situations?

. Do you think you had enough support for any questiar concerns you might have in
working with international students? If no, what aome ways in which the English
department or other programs/departments on caoqaud provide additional support?

. Were you able to adequately understand and addoessions international students may
have had during the semester?

. Based on the writing you saw from internationatistuts, do you feel you have adequately
addressed their writing needs? Do you feel theypeepared to write in other academic
contexts?
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