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This research ﬁroject focused on two aspects of English academic writing
skills that can be challenging to teach and learn for Japanese university students: summary writing
and paragraph writing. The research group developed pedagogical designs and materials for each skill
based on CSCL theories and continually tested and revised them in classes. As a result, during the
CSCL tasks in class, students were able to pay a closer attention to what the teachers intended to
teach, and their constructive collaborative interactions were observed. Individual students® writing
performance after the collaborative tasks also improved. The pedagogical design models and data
analysis results were reported at both domestic and international conferences and in papers.
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Seven Rules of Summarising Lesson 1:
1. Analysis of summary examples and “Seven Rules of Summary”
Developed based on relevant literature (e.g., Swales & Feak, 2012) 2. Individual writing 1 (Pre-task test)
Lesson 2 & 3: Group Writing (2-3 students) on Google Docs and LMS
1. Using Reporting Words to introduce source text in the first 1. Read & Highlight
sentence 2. Discuss & Make an outline of points to be included in a summary
2. Paraphrasing (vocabulary level) 3. Write a summary (Draft 1)
3. Avoiding three or more words in a row from the original 4. Analyse: Compare a summary draft with a source text (http://difff.jp)
. 5. Revise & Edit
4. Paraphrasing (sentence structure) 6. Final draft checklist against the seven rules
5. Selecting only and all important points for the task 7. Peer feedback & Teachers’ model summaries on LMS
requirement Lesson 4:
6. Length according to the task requirement (40 words) 1. Individual writing 2 (Post-task test)
s e g o " 2. Post-task survey
7. Maintaining the original meaning and tone
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Wilcoxon signed-rank test (matched pairs) was applied to examine any differences between pre- and
post-task tests scores. Moderate and large effects were found in some aspects of summary writing.

550 = Pre-task test score > Post-task test score [ = Medium effectsize 50 = Large effect size

Pre Post Pre vs. Post

n_Mean _ SD Mean _ SD z p___r(Effectsize)
Class A 12 10.67 317 1208 243 -139 017 -0.28
Class B 19 5.89 248 647 181 -079 043 3
Class C 19 12.37 177 14.89 160 -327 0.001

ClassA Class B Class €

1. Using reporting words to introduce 2=-1.41,p=.16,r=.29 _ |2=-2.02 p=.04,r=.33 2=-0.84,p= 4,r=.14

2. Paraphrasing (vocabulary level) 2=-1.1,p=.27,r=.22 2=-2.12,p= .03,r=.34___|2=-0.58 p= .56,r=.09
3. Avoiding three or more words ina row _|2=-1.47,p=.14,r=.30 _ |2=-1.69,p=.90,r=.27 __|2=-3.35, p=.001, r=.54
4. Paraphrasing (sentence structure) 220.38,p=.71,r=.08 _ |2=-2.18 p=.03,r=.35 .58, p=.56, r=.09
5. Selecting only and all important points | 2=-0.45, p=.66,r=.09 _|2=-1.73, p=.08,r=.28 2=-0.63, p= .53, r=.10
6. Length (40 words) 2=-1.51,p=.13,r=.31 _ |2=-0.18 p=.87,r=.03 2=-2.98, p= 003, r=.48
% the original meaning 2=0.28,p=.78,r=.06 __|2=-0.45,p=.66,r=.07 __|2=-1.63,p=.1,r=.26
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Colour-coding for Paragraph Writing

Elements of a Paragraph for a Research Paper
1. Identify the different clements of this paragraph
2. Evaluate cach of the elements.

Red = Maroon = Orange
Purple = Pink = Blue
Green Grey

Males tend to appear more in advertisements than females. Stephanic Paltzer and Adrian

Furnham, a psychologist and Professor of Psychology at Universi

¢ College London, conducted «

study in which they observed whether there is a predominance of males or females in East Asian
television advertisements. They concluded that the former appear more frequently in
advertisements than the latter (cited in Prieler, Hagiwara and Ivanov 29). They also found out

that there are only 3 out of 70 studies that show there are advertisements with more female

voiceovers. Another stud; Hong Kong and Japan showed that between 60 to 70% of their

advertisements used male voiceovers (Pricler et al. 30). Shel Silverstein analyzed that more males

are used for voiceovers than females because “Voiceovers are interpreted as the *voice of

authority® in giving advice and recommenda

ions, a quality that women are presumed to lack™

(qtd. in Pricler, |

vara, and Ivanov 30). The tendency of more males appearing in

advertisements than females relates to the idea of male dominance.
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