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INTRODUCTION
Writing is a kind of knowledge transformation (Haneda & Wells, 2000).  During the process of writing, the construction and transcription of meaning happen at the same time in the mind of the writer.  In addition, there are rules and mechanics of the writing a writer needs to observe while writing.  Thus, writer experiences cognitive overloading if all these tasks are not being prioritized during the writing process.
In our local context, many teachers present model compositions to pupils so that they can imitate the rhetoric of the writings.  However, model writing may not be effective to most of the pupils (陈娙娙, 1991; 邱祥林, 1993).  Teachers employing model writing do not place emphasis on analyzing the composition with their pupils in their life context so that they can assimilate different ways of writing and there is no research on how these weak pupils have cognitively internalized the writing skills through model composition (邱祥林, 1993; 梁荣基, 1999).  In view of the above observations, the concern that pupils are unable to write well in Chinese Language should be rectified.  Educators of Chinese language have suggested various teaching strategies to teach writing (陈志成, 1987; 陈娙娙, 1991; 邱祥林, 1993; 张志, 1999; 赵班胜, 2000), but very few local studies have been done to remediate pupil’s weaknesses in writing or to study the effectiveness of teacher-centered approach in model writing.
PURPOSE OF THE STUDY

The study attempts to investigate pupils’ self-regulatory ability in their narrative Chinese writing process by examining their intention and problem representation during the reviewing process via scaffolding supports of the 5W1H (Who, When, What, What, How) event maps and sentence opening based on Bloom’s Taxonomy.
LITERATURE REVIEW
Writing Process
Based on Hayes & Flower’s (1980) model of composing, there are three major processes involved during writing.  They are planning, translating and reviewing.  These major processes occur interchangeably and anytime during the writing process.
Planning involves goal-setting sub-process which defines goals, constraints and criteria from the writing task to monitor and coordinate generating and organizing sub-processes to proceed.  Generating sub-process retrieves relevant information from long-term memory and after information has been retrieved, the writer undergoes organizing sub-process to select relevant information for the writing task.

In the model of revision (Flower & Hayes et al., 1986), reviewing process is initiated with the act of evaluation and strategy selection for remediation.  Evaluation sub-process depends on writer’s knowledge and intention to determine the problem representation.  Problem representation refers to the mental text constructed in the mind of the writer when he reads or writes the text on paper.  Knowledge plays the role of providing information for comprehension and diagnosis, and intention consists of one’s goals, plans, criteria and models to set directions for the writing task.  Subsequently, after evaluation sub-process identifies the problem in the writing task, the writer has to choose revise or review strategy for remediation.
Self-regulation in the writing process
The two models of cognitive processes about writing require metacognition, which comprises metacognitive knowledge and metacognitive skills, to facilitate the cognitive processing capability of a writer to attend to higher level of planning or revision. In writing, metacognitive knowledge refers to the declarative, procedural and conditional knowledge a writer possesses, such as concepts about the text structure of narrative writing, the sequence in the plot, and when to apply different writing tactics (Raphael, Englert, & Kirschner, 1989; English, 1998).  Metacognitive skills in writing refer to self-regulatory mechanisms manipulating actions like checking, planning, monitoring, revising and evaluating, where writer is able to make continuous adjustments and "fine-tuning" in respond to or in the absence of feedback concerning errors (Brown & Campione, 1981).  These self-regulatory mechanisms may constitute change inducing agents that will have the effect of altering the rules by which the writing process operates (Bereiter & Scardamlia, 1985).
Throughout the whole writing process, self-regulation is goal-driven.  In the planning process, a writer sets goals and reviews goals regularly to satisfy the needs in writing.  In the reviewing process, the execution of self-regulatory mechanisms is determined by the intention of the writer to result in appropriate strategy for revision. Hence, self-regulation plays a crucial role in the writing process.  An experienced writer knows how to self-regulate facilitation between the planning and reviewing process, ensuring the intention does not results in conflict or if necessary, modifies intention to meet the writing needs.  It manipulates all sub-processes and ensures all are carried out smoothly during writing.
Collaborative writing and the use of scaffolds

With reference to the above models of cognitive processes in composing and revision, collaborative writing is adopted in this study.  Collaborative writing is a writing activity involving a group of pupils to engage in more active reflective thinking, where they “provide different perspectives and interpretations, debate, argue and compromise on the meaning of ideas” (Jonassen, 2000, p. 251) during writing process.

In this study, the collaborative writing was also scaffolded with an event map for the planning stage and sentence openings were scaffolded to facilitate discussion for the reviewing stage.

Basically, the event map (Table 1) is designed to assist pupils to focus on their planning process by drafting out the outline of their narrative writing.  The 5W1H thinking strategy is incorporated in the event map to assist the pupils to generate content and to also visualize the interrelationships of the ideas or writing goals when plotting.  The 5W1H thinking strategy is a questioning tactic which comprises When, Who, Where, What, Why and How.
Table 1: 5W1H thinking strategy in event map with corresponding story grammars (Adapted from Stein & Glenn, 1979)

	Story Grammar
	Definition
	5W1H Thinking strategy

	Setting
	Introduction of main characters, as well as the time and place for the story
	Who are involved?

Where does it happen?

When does it happen?

	Initiating event
	An action or happening that sets up a problem or dilemma for the story
	What has happened? 

Why does it happen?

	Internal response
	The protagonist's reactions to the initiating event
	How do you feel about the situation?



	Attempts
	An action or plan of the protagonist to solve the problem
	What action do you take?

	Direct consequences
	The result of the protagonist's actions
	What are the consequences?

	Resolution
	A response by the protagonist to the consequence
	How do you feel about the consequences?


Another scaffold used in this study is the used of thinking types to generate discussion (Table 2).  Every thinking type has its corresponding scaffold sentence openings which are designed based on Bloom’s taxonomy (1961).  These thinking types act like external cues and feedback loops for the pupils to facilitate their discussion and for the reflective thinking process when they are writing.
Table 2: Thinking types and corresponding scaffold sentence openings based on Bloom’s taxonomy.

	Thinking Types
	Scaffold sentence openings
	Bloom’s taxonomy

	Elaborate
	这个部分应该加以扩展，例如……

这个地方还可以……

你可以加入……（感受）

你可以……进一步加强
	Application, synthesis

	Clarify
	我不明白……

这个部分请加以说明

你有注意……

前后有矛盾的地方是……

这个部分和那个部分的联系是……
	Analysis, evaluation

	Analyze
	我觉得不合理的原因是……

这个部分不配合主题，因为……

这个部分太沉闷，因为……

这个情节不合理，因为……
	Analysis

	Suggest
	布局时要考虑…

叙述时不妨用……

情节的安排……

开头应该……

结尾应该……

我的经验是……

这个主题是……
	Application, analysis

	Evaluate
	我觉得这篇文章写得……

我欣赏……

我认为……

我最喜欢……
	Analysis, evaluation


Electronic Discussion Forum as a Mindtool in the Writing Process
Mindtools refer to computer applications or technology that are able to engage and facilitate learners in cognitive processing (Jonassen, Peck & Wilson, 1999).  When learners use Mindtools to learn, they can make more effective use of their mental efforts to process higher order thinking.

Electronic discussion (hereafter e-discussion) forum is one of the Computer-mediated Communication (CMC) tools.  CMC refers to human communication via computers where interaction between people is text-based.  The mode of communication can be synchronous or asynchronous.  It allows either one-to-one, one-to-many or many-to-many communication, independent of time and place (Warschauer, 1997).

In this research study, asynchronous e-discussion forum is used to discuss writing among the subjects.  E-discussion forum provides a platform for discussion to take place during writing.  The archived and text-based asynchronous features of e-discussion forum allows pupils to have more time to digest and reflect on the content of the posted messages, at the same time, reflect and negotiate the responses posted by their classmates.  Hence, pupils have a stronger sense of ownership as their classmates are the authentic readers of their writings.

METHOD
26 Chinese boys aged 11 to 12 years old from an all-boys school participated in this study.  In each class, there were 13 pupils.  One class was assigned to the experimental group and the other class as the comparison group.  During the study, all pupils were assigned to write a narrative composition.

The writing process in this study was divided into two stages: planning stage and reviewing stage.  During the planning stage, pupils from both the experimental group and the comparison group were told to use the event map with 5W1H thinking strategy incorporated (Annex 1) to brainstorm ideas.

There were two phases in the reviewing stage.  In the first reviewing phase, after the pupils from both groups had finished drafting their event maps, they were given a list of scaffold sentence openings to discuss their event maps.  The second reviewing phase was conducted after the pupils had finished their first drafts.  The mode of discussion between the experimental group and the comparison group was different.  Pupils from the comparison group edited their group members’ writings using the pen and paper method, their responses were recorded in their scripts.  They were allowed to discuss face to face, but they had to record their discussion in the scripts too.  Pupils from experimental group discussed their writings via the Knowledge Community, an electronic discussion forum.

DISCUSSION
The research questions in this study are:

1. Based on the problem representation and intention of the pupils as reviewers, are there any differences in the responses during discussion between the experimental group and the comparison group?  If so, what are the differences?

2. Based on the problem representation and intention of the pupils as authors, which group contributes to more meaning-changing revisions?  What are the differences in the types of operation used in meaning-changing revisions?
3. In what ways if any does the discussion influence the revisions?
Research question one
Responses contributed by the pupils from the experimental group and the comparison group were compared to study the intention of the pupils as reviewers in editing others’ writings and these responses are also assessed based on Bloom’s Taxonomy.
Table 3: Tabulation of the responses based on Faigley et al. classification of responses between experimental group and comparison group
	
	Comparison group
	Experimental Group

	General-Intention Responses
	27 (10.8%)
	53 (38.1%)

	General-Strategy Responses
	90 (36.1%)
	29 (20.9%)

	Task-Specific-Strategy Responses
	132 (53%)
	57 (41%)

	Total
	249
	139


Quantitative results in Table 3 indicated that comparison group contributed more responses than the experimental group.  However, the responses from both groups showed that experimental group produce better task-specific-strategy responses which some were processed at analysis level and evaluation level based on Bloom’s Taxonomy as shown in Table 4.
Table 4: Tabulation of the types of task-specific-strategy responses based on Bloom’s Taxonomy

	

	Control Group
	Experimental Group

	Knowledge & Comprehension
	123 (93.2%)
	22 (38.6%)

	Application
	1 (0.8%)
	7 (12.3%)

	Analysis
	7 (5.3%)
	19 (33.3%)

	Synthesis 
	0
	0

	Evaluation
	0
	9 (15.8%)

	Total
	132
	57


Qualitative comparison of the responses between the experimental group and comparison group revealed that specific and constructive feedback contributed by reviewers in the experimental group were able to transform a ill-defined problem to a well-defined one, especially with the help of scaffold sentence openings embedded in Knowledge Community.
Research question two

Research question two compares the meaning-changing revision between the first draft and the second draft, as well as the types of operation that results in overall improvement in the writing between experimental group and comparison group.  Surface revisions such as wrong punctuation, wrongly written characters, format and morphological changes would not be tabulated in this study.  The three major types of operation undertaken in revision except for surface revision were coded as addition, substitute-rearrangement or deletion.
Table 5: Tabulation of the level of revision between the comparison group and experimental group

	
	Comparison group
	Experimental Group

	Meaning preserving
	97 (65.99%)
	24 (42.86%)

	Meaning changing
	50 (34.01%)
	32 (57.14%)

	Total
	147
	56


Quantitative results comparing the total number of revisions made by comparison group far exceeded the total number of revisions made by experimental group (Table 5).  However, experimental group achieved higher percentage of meaning-changing revisions than the comparison group.  In term of the types of operation, both groups undertook frequently was ‘addition’ for meaning-changing revision.  Pupils in the comparison group executed more meaning-preserving revision by means of substitution rearrangement to revise the writings most of the time than the counterparts.
Research question three

Research question three attempts to investigate the influence of responses on revisions which result in meaning changing and brought about in an overall improvement of the writings.  The influence of the responses contributed to the meaning-changing revision could be categorized as indirect impact, direct impact and adverse effect.
The illustrations of the three different impacts of the corresponding responses to the revisions showed that responses did contribute to the improvement of the revisions if the responses were evaluative and constructive.  The discussions from different perspectives also contributed to the improvement of the writing as the problem representation of the pupils changed from ill-defined to well-defined.  During the discussion, pupils were able to compare and contrast their intention with the other classmates and enhanced their evaluation process in their writings.  Thus the responses enhanced the pupils’ self-regulatory ability in revision.
Based on the comparison of the discussion after the event map and first draft, discussion after the event map in the experimental group played an important role in the whole writing process.  Discussion was important because the pupil reviewers provided task-specific strategy to help their peers in writing their first draft.  Individual differences also play a part in response to prompting.

IMPLICATION AND CONCLUSION
There are a few implications drawn from the results in this study:
1. The enforced structure of the thinking types and corresponding scaffold sentence openings in the Knowledge Community were able to increase pupils’ awareness to define their problem representation clearly.  This is useful to inexperience writers such as children to be more conscious in their thinking process during writing and master writing skills gradually.
2. The discourse of the e-discussion on the event maps and drafts demonstrate the intention and problem representation of the pupil’s metacognition.  With the understanding of the discourse in the writing, teachers are able to cater to the needs of the pupils and design effective scaffolds for pupils who have difficulties in learning Chinese Language so that they can cope better in writing.
3. Teachers are encouraged to give more autonomy to the pupils by engaging them in meaningful learning.  From this study, pupils had displayed their potential in self-regulation in their revisions during collaborative writing.  For weaker pupils, modeling in planning process and reviewing process should be slowly fade out so that they are also able to attain better self-regulatory ability in planning and revision subsequently.
The study attempts to develop pupils’ self-regulation ability in their writing process through discussion, either in face-to-face or electronic mode.  The design of the 5W1H event map and scaffoldings aim to provide pupils guidance in their thinking process during their writing with the intention that they will appropriate these thinking processes for their future writing. The study hopes to provide insight for Chinese Language teachers in helping pupils overcome some problems of writing in Chinese Language; and seeks ways to improve the present pedagogy of writing in Chinese Language.  The study also hopes to contribute to online learning of Chinese Language which has potentially wide applications in Singapore schools.
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