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Park, Hyesook · Lee, Ho Jung. “The Role of Korean EFL Writers’ L1 in L2 Writing: Performance 

and Process.” Studies in English Langauge & Literature 42.3 (2018): 255-274. This study explores how 

Korean EFL writers use their L1 when composing in their L2 by analyzing their writings, the 

questionnaire responses and interviews. Nineteen college students performed four in-class writing tasks in 

class and completed the questionnaire and five joined the interview sessions. Analyses of their writings 

revealed that there were not any statistically significant differences between the two writing mode (direct 

vs translated mode), regardless of the writing genre. The responses to the questionnaire and interviews 

reflected that college students were inclined to prefer the direct mode to the translated mode, and that 

they “visibly or invisibly” used their L1 as a useful resource when composing in L2, though the extent 

and manner of L1 use varied with the learners’ L2 proficiency and learning experiences. Some 

pedagogical suggestions are provided in the end. (Kunsan University)
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I. Introduction

  With the focus on the development of productive skills under the communicative 

language approach, L2 writing skills, and English writing skills in particular, are 
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considered as a more important and necessary language skill than at any time in the 

past. Increased attention has been drawn to studies in L2 writing and practices to 

better understand the L2 writing process for better teaching of writing in English. 

Research has been done on the processes that the L2 writers go through during 

writing in L2 (Bae & Choe, 2013; Wang & Wen, 2002) and which factors have an 

influence on L2 writing. Among many issues related to L2 writing, in L2 writing 

practice and studies, the use of L1 has been in the center of contention. This may 

be because the most prominent difference between L1 writing and L2 writing is that 

L2 writers have their L1 (native language) as well as the L2 (the target language) 

as cognitive resources when they are engaged in composing in L2.  

  Research on the use of L1 in L2 writing has been done mainly in terms of the 

writing processes and the writing mode. Using think-aloud procedure and 

retrospective verbal reporting, studies investigated L2 writers’ writing processes to 

see how the L2 writers’ L1 contributes to their L2 writing. Their findings have been 

mixed, some studies suggesting that L1 use in L2 writing is not a good strategy for 

L2 writers (Chelala, 1981; Johanson, 1985; Lee & Yoon, 2017), while others 

claiming that L1 use plays a beneficial role in composing in L2 (Huh, 2001; 

Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992; Lay, 1982). 

  Studies have also examined the L1 use by comparing L1 and L2 writing 

performance in different writing modes including the direct writing mode and 

the translated writing mode. The direct writing mode involves L2 writers 

writing directly in L2 without any visible recourse to L1 while the translated 

writing one means L2 writers first write in L1 and then translate into L2. 

Some studies showed that L2 writers performed better in the direct writing 

mode than in the translated writing (Ali, 1996; Cohen & Brooks-Carson, 2001; 

Hwang & Lee, 2012; Lee & Yoon, 2017), while others reported that L2 

writers’ compositions in the translation mode showed better quality of writing 

(Brooks, 1996; Kobayashi & Rinnert, 1992). Still other studies examined the 

extent of L1 use in L2 writing in terms of genre difference and L2 writers’ 
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language proficiency (Wang & Wen, 2002; Woodall, 2002). Wang & Wen 

(2002) reported that L1 use decreased with the writer’s L2 development, but 

Woodall (2002) suggested that L2 proficiency does not uniformly affect the 

extent of L1 use. 

  Thus, the findings regarding the role of L1 in L2 writing have been 

controversial and inconclusive. Against this background, as an effort to resolve 

the disagreements about the role of L1 in L2 writing, this study took the aim 

of examining the role of L1 in L2 writing with a special reference to L2 

writing performance and processes. The study had the following as the research 

questions:

  1. Are there any differences in L2 writers’ writing performance between the direct 

and translated modes?

  2. How do L2 writers use their L1 during their L2 writing process?  

II. Literature Review 

  The issue of L2 learners’ L1 use has continuously drawn attention in second 

language learning and teaching until now. There has been no exception for studies 

in L2 writing and practice. Studies have explored what effects L2 writers’ L1 have 

on their writing in L2 in terms of the writing process, the writing mode and genre 

difference, with different and conflicting results produced. 

  For example, Chelala (1981), in the case study of two female Spanish adults, 

found that they reverted to their native language when they were writing in English, 

which ultimately had more counterproductive than productive effects on their 

composition. Johnson (1985), based on her six subjects’ data, argued that the L1 use 

when writing in L2 was not a good strategy for advanced L2 writers. Cumming 

(1989), however, found that the L2 writers’ L1 made a positive effect on the 
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organization, contents, and problem-solving behaviors, comparing English and French 

writings produced by French-native speakers. Cumming pointed out that L2 writers’ 

L2 language proficiency was just an additional element for improving the quality of 

writing. In particular, when composing an argumentative essay or summation which 

requires more cognitive abilities, L2 writers’ writing expertise exerted more influence 

on their L2 writing.  

  Some studies explored the effects of L1 use by comparing writing performances 

in two different writing modes: the direct writing mode and the translated writing 

mode. Kobayashi & Rinnert (1992) examined translated versus direct EFL writing 

with 48 Japanese university students and found that students composed better in the 

translated mode. A similar study was conducted with 31 English speaking learners 

of French by Brooks (1996). Brooks also produced results that favored the 

translation mode rather than the direct mode. However, studies with Korean students 

display a different picture. Hwang & Lee (2012) compared the English writing 

performances of Korean high school students in the two modes. They found that 

high-level writers’ writing performance was significantly better in the direct writing 

mode than in the translated one, while there were no great differences in low-level 

writers’ performance between the two modes. More recently Lee & Yoon (2017) 

investigated the differences in EFL writers’ writing performances in the two writing 

modes (directed and translated writing) in two writing genres (argumentation and 

narration). They found that EFL writers’ writings in the direct mode were 

significantly better than in the translated one regardless of their writing proficiency 

and genres. The participants of the study showed better performance in the direct 

mode in all components of the writing criteria such as organization, content, 

grammar, and vocabulary .   

  The effects of L1 use also have been examined in terms of L2 learners’ language 

level and their writing genre as well. Woodall (2002) showed that the writers’ L2 

language proficiency and task difficulty had a significant effect on their L1 use in 

L2 writing. Wang & Wen (2002), with the think-aloud data from 16 Chinese EFL 
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learners, reported that L1 use was found more in a narrative writing task than in an 

argumentative one, and that as the writers’ L2 ability developed, the use of L1 

decreased. 

  On the other hand, studies on the L2 writing process showed an interaction 

between the two languages, L1 and L2, in the mental process when writing in L2 

(Bae & Choe, 2013; Huh, 2001; Lim, 2006; Qi, 1998). For example, Manchon, 

Roca, & Murphy (2000), based on the think-aloud data from three Spanish learners 

of English, reported that L2 writers’ L1 was used to determine the lexical 

appropriateness, to search for specific words for the text, and to review what was 

written in L2 as a translation. Huh (2001) examined how Korean college students 

used their native language, Korean, when they wrote in English. Based on two 

Korean college students’ retrospective verbal reports, she suggested positive roles for 

L2 writers’ L1, showing that EFL writers developed their ideas and solved the 

problem of cognitive overload by using their L1 while writing in L2. 

  Taken all together, the present study was designed to comprehensively examine 

the role that L1 plays in L2 writing in terms of writing performance and processes. 

III. Research Method

3.1 Participants

  Nineteen college students who took the course “English Composition” in the fall 

semester of 2017, participated in the study: 18 females and one male student. A 

pre-survey was conducted at the beginning of the course to get demographic 

information about the participants including their TOEIC score and English learning 

experiences. According to the pre-survey, the TOEIC scores of the participants 

ranged from 500 to 965. All of the students except one had no  experiences of 

staying in the USA or other English-speaking countries. Only one student replied 
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that she had an experience of studying in the USA for five months. 

3.2 Instruments   

3.2.1 Writing Tasks

  Four in-class compositions were collected to examine the research questions: two 

different genres in the two different writing modes. For example, the students wrote a 

narrative writing both by writing directly in English and by translating to English 

based on their L1 (Korean) writing. Since the topics may have an effect on the quality 

of writing, they were carefully chosen, considering the familiarity and relevance to the 

participants’ experience and knowledge. The topics for the narrative writing were “My 

memorable trip” and “An important day in my life.” For the argumentative writing, the 

topics including “Best city to live in Korea” and “Friendship or love” were provided, 

and participants were asked to choose one view and write their opinion including an 

introduction, two body paragraphs and a conclusion. 

3.2.2 Questionnaire

  A questionnaire, which was adapted from previous studies(Cohen & 

Brooks-Carson, 2001; Lee & Yoon ,2017), was distributed at the end of the 

semester to explore the participants’ L1 use in L2 writing, their perception of the 

writing modes and genres.  First, their self-assessed proficiency and English writing 

ability were recorded using a five-point Likert scale: high, high-intermediate, 

intermediate, high-low and low level. After that, questions regarding their 

preferences were asked: which of task modes and genres is easier? Finally, they 

were asked to respond about how often they used L1 while writing in English and 

how useful it was to do so. In addition, open-ended items were provided for them 

to state justifications for their responses.  
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3.2.3 Interviews

  Five representative participants as a focus group were interviewed to explore their 

retrospective accounts of their L2 writing processes. The interviewees were selected 

with consideration of their proficiency and writing ability of English relative to the 

other participants.  

3.3 Data Collection

  The participants' writings, their responses to the questionnaire, and interviews were 

collected for the triangulation of the data. The participants were requested to write 

four writing tasks as in-class activities during the semester. They wrote all the 

composition in the classroom, where 35 minutes was given for the direct writing 

mode and 50 minutes for the translated writing mode. 

  The four writing tasks were carefully sequenced every other week to limit the 

influence of any ordering effect . First the students were instructed to write a 

narrative writing task in the direct mode, which meant that they composed an essay 

directly in English. Next, argumentative writing in the translated mode was requested 

from them, which meant that they first wrote on the topic in Korean and then 

translated their writing into English. After that, they wrote a narrative writing in the 

translated mode, and in the final stage of the sequence they were asked to write an 

argumentative writing in the direct mode.  

  The interviewees were selected based on their English proficiency and writing 

skills and the interview sessions began from the middle of the semester. On average 

each interview lasted for 30 minutes per person.  

  At the end of the semester, a questionnaire was administered to gather 

participants’ perception, behaviors, and preferences for L2 writing process, writing 

modes and genres.  
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3.4 Data Analyses

  Two raters took part in the assessment of the participants’ writings: one native 

speaker from England, who has teaching experiences of English writing for about 5 

years in Korea; and the other was a non-native English teacher with almost 10 years 

of English writing teaching experience in universities in China. They were given the 

scoring rubric for assessing the writings, which includes content, organization, 

grammar & vocabulary, and mechanics. Inter-rater reliability was calculated for the 

writings, and Cronbach α was .720, which secured further analysis. 

  The writing scores were coded and analyzed using the statistical package SPSS 

22.0 version. Descriptive statistics were calculated for the writing samples, and then 

non-parametric Wilcoxon Signed-Rank tests were conducted to check if there were 

any differences in writing performances according to the writing modes and genres.

  The responses to the questionnaire were calculated and analyzed. The interviews 

were first recorded and transcribed in an attempt to find out how  L2 writers use 

their native language when composing in L2.  

IV. Results and Discussion

4.1 The Effects of L1 on L2 Writing Performance

  The participants’ L2 writing performance in the direct and the translated mode 

was compared to examine whether their “visible” use of L1, or translation had any 

effects on their L2 writings. As shown in Table 1, their writing performance in the 

translated mode was slightly better than that in the direct mode regardless of the 

genre, but there were no statistically significant differences between the two writing 

modes(z=-.940, p=.347 for narrative writing, z=-.351, p=.726 for argumentative 

writing).
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Table 1. Comparison of Direct vs Translated Writing

  This result indicates that the direct writing mode does not always lead to 

significantly better writing performance in L2 for Korean college students, 

contradicting Lee & Yoon’s study (2017), which showed that L2 writing 

performance in the direct mode was significantly better than that in the translated 

mode.  

  As for the genre difference, the result shows that the participants composed better 

writings in the argumentative genre than that in the narrative genre regardless of the 

writing mode. As shown in Table 2, there was a statistically significant difference 

between the narrative and argumentative genre (for the direct mode z=-2.83, 

p=0.005, for the translated mode z=-3.12, p=0.001). Given that the genre of 

narrative writing is considered easier and least cognitively demanding, the result was 

not as expected. Taking into account that the participants were taught how to 

compose an argumentative essay during the course, together with Lee & Yoon’s 

study(2017), this indicates that the formal instruction of L2 writing can make a 

significant effect on L2 writers’ development of writing skills in L2.  

Genre Mode Mean (S.D)   z p

Narrative
Direct 76.56(5.08)

-.940 .347
Translated 77.12(4.16)

Argumentative
Direct 81.68(6.93)

-.351 .726
Translated 82.56(5.45)

  Total
Direct 79.13(6.52)

-.195 .845
Translated 79.84(5.51)
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Table 2. Comparison of Narrative vs Argumentative Writing 

4.2 L1 in L2 Writing Processes

4.2.1 Questionnaire

In this section the responses to the questionnaire will be presented centering on the 

second research question. Before the main items, a self-report about their English 

proficiency and English writing skills was asked of them. Most of the participants 

self-assessed they are at an intermediate level both in English and in English writing 

skills. Generally, they self-assessed their English writing skills lower than their 

English proficiency. This showed they were less confident in writing in English, 

compared with other aspects of language skills. 

  Then, for the preference of writing mode, the question item “Which writing mode 

was easier to write for you?, 11 out of 19 students answered that it was easier when 

they wrote directly in English, while 8 students replied that they felt it easier when 

they translated Korean into English. More students preferred the direct writing mode 

to the translated writing mode, which was similar to the findings of Lee &Yoon’s 

(2017) study. The students who felt it easier to write directly in English stated in an 

open-ended responses that: it was harder to translate Korean into English, 

particularly word for word; that their translated English sentences seemed to be even 

Mode Genre Mean (S.D)   z   p

Direct
Narrative 76.56(5.08)

-2.830 .005
Argumentative 81.62(6.60)

Translated
Narrative 77.12(4.16)

-3.115 .002
Argumentative 82.11(5.58)

Total
Narrative 76.78(4.46)

-4.225 .000
Argumentative 81.87(6.00)
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more awkward and less natural than in their direct writing; and that they could use 

simple English sentences and syntactic structure which they can handle with ease to 

produce an English essay in the direct mode. On the other hand, the students who 

preferred the translated mode commented that they could think about the topic in a 

more logical way and felt less cognitive burden when they first wrote in Korean and 

then translated into English. The analysis of the participants’ preference and their 

English proficiency revealed that the preference of the direct writing mode did not 

have any relationship to the participants’ English proficiency. Rather it was likely to 

have a relation to their beliefs and English learning experience. The general picture 

emerged from the participants’ responses was as follows: regardless of English 

proficiency, the participants preferred the direct mode or the translated mode, 

focusing on the advantages of their preferred mode and the disadvantages of the 

non-preferred mode. 

  With regard of the genre preference, every student but one answered that it was 

easier to write an argumentative writing, which was contrary to the common 

expectation. Narrative writing is a genre that is most commonly read and expected 

to be familiar to the writers, so it can be naturally assumed it is easier to write 

narrative writing than any other less common genres. However, despite this common 

belief, “the genre of narrative is far from natural and easy” to acquire for students, 

though it is universally popular (Knapp & Watkins, 2005, p.220). The participants’ 

response to the genre preference question may reflect this. Another reason for their 

preference for the argumentative genre might be attributed to the fact that they 

learned about how to write argumentative writing in class and that they practiced it 

much more.

  As for the question item “How much did you use Korean or think in Korean 

while composing in English?” only one student reported she hardly used Korean 

while the rest of them answered they used Korean a little or considerably: 11 

students a little, and 7 students much. It shows that almost all the students employed 

language-switching between L1 and L2 while they were composing texts in L2. It 
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also suggests that they thought in Korean about English writing and did “mental 

translation” from Korean to English even when they were supposedly writing 

directly in English.

  Finally students were asked: How helpful do you think the use of Korean or 

thinking in Korean is in your writing in English? Two students answered the use of 

Korean was very helpful to them, and 11 students responded that they felt it helpful. 

Six students replied that it was normal. Interestingly, all of the students who 

preferred the direct writing mode to the translated writing one still reported that they 

used Korean to some extent and that it was useful for their writing in English to 

some extent. This implies that they employed mental translation strategies even 

though they were expected to compose directly in English without any visible 

intervention of L1. In a specific example of using L1, some mentioned that as the 

ideas were too complex for writing in English, it was more helpful to switch to L1 

and think in Korean. Others responded that when they looked for a key word or 

suitable word, Korean was useful and helped save time. Still others commented they 

used Korean for gathering and organizing ideas before writing in English. On the 

other hand, some answered when they generated ideas with less demanding contents, 

they wrote directly in L2, which meant a kind of single brainstorming strategy of 

idea generation.   

4.2.2 Interviews

  To better understand how Korean EFL writers use their L1 when composing in 

L2, the five representative students were selected and interviewed to explain their 

English writing behaviors and beliefs in a comfortable atmosphere individually. 

Pseudonyms are used in the study to protect the privacy of the participants. 

  Min was a student with an advanced level of English, TOEIC score of 950 as 

well as advanced writing skills in English. During the interview, she stated she 

believed L2 writers, to be a good English writer, should think and write as much as 
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possible in English, and she tried to follow this popular belief without any question. 

For example, Min said:

“I tried to think and write directly in English to be a good English writer. I switched 

English into Korean just when I was stuck in doing so. Through this class, however, 

I’ve found the use of L1 is not a harmful strategy but helpful for the quality of 

writing. It seems to me that the use of Korean including generating ideas and 

making a clear organization in Korean first brought better organization to my 

English writing than when I wrote it directly in English. Above all, writing in 

English with the support of Korean makes me feel at ease and more comfortable.”  

   

However, her writings in the two different modes did not show any significant 

differences. Nevertheless, her comments indicated that the use of L1 could play a 

positive, beneficial function even for the advanced L2 writer and writing.      

  Park was another advanced student with TOEIC score around 800 and 5 months 

overseas learning experience in USA. She said:

“I usually think about the topic and make a plan of what and how to write in the 

mind in Korean by making notes in English. After fully planning it, in writing in 

English, I usually think in English instead of Korean. I actively employ Korean to 

generate and organize ideas just before starting writing texts in English.” 

According to her, her L1, Korean, played a pivotal role in the collection and 

organization of ideas for her English writing. She composed her writing in depth in 

English with a foothold on her mental ideas in Korean. It seemed that she used 

Korean as a facilitator for her cognitive writing processes before generating a text 

directly in English. 

  Bee was a student who had an intermediate proficiency of English with TOEIC 

score around 680. Her writing performance, however, demonstrated higher quality of 

writing, in particular in argumentative writing, compared to those who had a similar 

level of English proficiency. Through the interview, she stated that she had many 
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experiences of writing argumentative texts in Korean in  high school, which was 

very helpful for her composing in English.  She spoke of her composing process in 

English like this:

“First of all I write down related ideas on the topic, and I make a brief outline of 

introduction, body, and conclusion in Korean. In addition I write down the main 

contents of the writing in Korean as well. And then I try to write it in English. 

Without Korean, it is hard for me to organize my ideas and make images in my 

mind concrete. I often feel they are disconnected and fragmented. For me, Korean 

and Korean words play a key role of helping to compose a meaningful English text. 

However, I don’t want to write the texts in Korean first and then translate them into 

Korean. It is even harder to translate word for word. It’s difficult to find exact 

equivalents from Korean into English. Instead, I try to construct the English texts 

based on the Korean outline and notes.” 

As a result, Bee effectively transferred her L1 writing skills to her L2 writing, and 

composed her writing better than one which could be produced directly by her 

current linguistic ability. Bee was a model student who provides supports for a 

strong relationship between learners’ L1 writing skills and L2 writing skills. From 

Japanese college students’ expository writing in L1 and L2, Hirose & Sasaki (1996) 

showed that L1 writing skills as well as L2 language proficiency had effects on the 

quality of L2 writing. Kubota also (1998) claimed that L1 writing skills, English 

proficiency and experience in L2 composition seemed to be related to the quality of 

English essays. 

  Hong showed a different aspect from the students above. He had a 

high-intermediate level of English among the whole participants, but his writing 

skills in English did not reach that of his peers with the same level of English in 

class. He said: 

“I usually write in Korean before composing in English. I attempt to write directly 

in English, but I am usually stuck because of my lack of English. Preferably, I write 
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down key words, phrases and sentences in Korean before writing in English all the 

time. Writing down in Korean and then translating into English is an essential and 

effective way for me.” 

This showed that he had a strong belief that it was good and effective to write first 

in the native language before writing in the foreign language. It seemed to him that 

the translation strategy of writing texts from Korean and then translating it into 

English was the only best way. 

  Jin was a student who had a lower level of English, but an intermediate writing 

skills in English. What follows are her remarks:

“I generate ideas and organize information as fully as possible in Korean, and then 

write texts in English. I develop my thoughts more in details while writing in 

English, and if necessary, I switch English to Korean, for example, in order to avoid 

overloading cognitive demand when expressing complicated ideas in English. I think 

that the use of Korean in writing in English was a good strategy for me.” 

According to Jin, she had a frequent mental interaction between Korean and English 

when writing in English. She used Korean not only before writing a text in English 

but also during the writing in English. 

  From the interviews with the participants, it can be seen that they used their 

native language as a substantial support during their writing process. In general, they 

first generate ideas in L1, and organize them in L1. After that, they try to translate 

the organized ideas into English, L2. While they are generating texts in L2, which 

is too demanding for them, they first depended on their L1 to search for suitable 

words or phrases in L2. Likewise, participants employed their native language for 

cognitive strategies such as idea generation, idea organization, and lexical search 

before composing in L2. In addition, it emerged from the interviews that L2 writers’ 

language proficiency and beliefs could make a difference in the level of the 

dependence on L1 use, as in the case of the participant ‘Hong’ and that the L2 
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writer’s writing skills in L1 could be positively transferred to L2 writing as in the 

case of the participant ‘Bee’. 

V. Conclusions and Implications

  This study began to examine how L2 writers’ L1 affects their L2 writers’ writing 

performances and processes. For this aim, first, Korean college students were asked 

to write the two different genres (narrative vs argumentative) in English in the two 

different modes (direct vs translated). The results of the analyses revealed that the 

participants did not have any statistically significant differences in their writings with 

regard to the writing modes, though they performed a slightly better writings in the 

translated mode than in the direct mode. This does not endorse the findings of the 

previous studies with Korean students, which showed that the students’ writing 

performance was significantly better in the direct writing mode. This leads us to 

rethink the use of L1 in L2 writing. Based on the results of the study, it can be 

drawn that using L1 is not harmful for L2 writers, though it is not greatly beneficial 

for improving their quality of L2 writing. 

  Secondly, a survey and interviews were conducted, and these showed that L2 

writers’ L1 played a crucial role as cognitive strategies in L2 writing processes. 

Almost all the participants “visibly or invisibly” used their native language during 

their L2 writing process, though the extent and manner of L1 use were varied with 

regard to their language proficiency and their beliefs about L2 writing. The survey 

and interview with the representative participants showed that they effectively used 

their L1 as a cognitive strategy in generating ideas, organizing them, and looking for 

a proper word especially under the cognitively demanding situations. In particular, 

for the L2 writer with an appropriate rhetorical knowledge and thinking ability 

developed from her L1 writing experiences, she was able to positively transfer her 
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L1 writing skills to L2 writing. Her language proficiency might have made the 

flexible transfer of her L1 writing skills to L2 writing possible. However, though 

most of the participants admitted that their L1 was useful and beneficial, but they 

also mentioned the danger of word for word translation: unnatural, awkward 

expression of English and ungrammatical English sentences can result due to transfer 

of L1 to L2.  

  Some implications for the teaching of writing in English can be suggested from 

the findings of the study. First, teachers should have a flexible mind on the use of 

L1 in class: It can be beneficial or harmful in writing in English according to the 

individual learners. In reality, at the one extreme, some teachers and practitioners 

urge L2 student-writers to think and write as completely as possible in English 

rather than to translate text into their L2, claiming that translation is the most 

ineffective writing strategy that good writers have to avoid. On the other hand, in 

other classrooms, the use of L1 or translation has frequently appeared and 

sometimes it is overused. The findings of the study suggests to teachers and 

practitioners that these two extremes should not be adopted to improve L2 learners’ 

development of L2 writing skills. Instead, we should stand between two extremes.

  As an influential ELT scholar, Stern (1992) recommends translation as one of 

possible classroom activities, stating “we need not deny the fact that the learner uses 

the L1 for a reference; on this basis we can help learners gradually develop a new 

L2 system, pointing out where the two languages are like and where they are 

different (p.284).” More recently, as Pavlenko & Lantolf (2000) assert, when the 

goal of L2 learning and teaching is bilingualism, the relationship between L1 and L2 

could be seen as “participation” in the new language community rather than 

“acquisition”. And then translation could be one of effective strategies for fostering 

the participation in the L2 community. However beneficial it may be, literal or word 

for word translation, is not recommended for the good quality of L2 writing. Literal 

translation would be likely to result in unnatural, a-typical or grammatically incorrect 

expressions in L2. Thus, students should be led to be aware of the importance of 
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higher levels concerned with meaning and communicative function beyond literal 

translation from the lexical levels, as Guy (2010) states “student are to be trained to 

avoid the bad translation which arises when focus is upon the trees of the words 

rather than the forest of the text (p.99).”  

  Second, it is suggested that students be encouraged to employ their L1 writing 

strategies as one of many effective writing strategies. Along with previous studies 

(Hirose & Sasaki, 1996; Kubota, 1998), the present study showed that the L2 writer 

with good L1 writing skills is likely to produce well-organized writing in L2. Thus, 

students are to be trained to employ their L1 writing strategies rather than to be 

forced to ignore their L1.

   Last but not least, it has to be mentioned that there are some limitations in this 

study. This study was a case study with the small number of participants.  

Additionally, in the study, participants composed four writings on the four different 

topics, though the topics were carefully chosen with consideration for familiarity and 

relevance. Future research should be done with a greater number of L2 writers and 

with a more rigid control of topics to secure generalization from the findings. 

Furthermore, in the present study, the students were asked to describe their L2 

writing process without regard for the two different writing modes. As different 

writing modes may lead to different writing processes, the future research is needed 

on the similarities and differences of L2 writing process under different writing 

modes, which will contribute to building up more practical and richer findings, 

leading to the development in the field of L2 writing theory and practice.  
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